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ABSTRACT
PARENTAL AND ADOLESCENT CHARACTERISTICS PREDICTING ADOLESCENT
DISCLOSURE TO PARENTS ACROSS VARIOUS SOCIAL DOMAINS
Michael Patrick Flores, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2014
Laura D. Pittman, Director

The current study examined associations between adolescents’ externalizing problem
behaviors (EPBs), maternal and paternal parenting characteristics (i.e., parental warmth), and
adolescents’ disclosure of behavior to their mother- and father-figures across several specific
social domains (i.e., personal, multifaceted, moral/conventional, electronic) in order to provide a
better understanding of the forces behind adolescents’ decisions to disclose. Complete data were
collected from 170 ninth- and tenth-grade students from a suburban Chicago high school. Based
on actual reported experiences disclosing to parents, three social domains that have been
previously considered were identified, as was an unexpected social domain that was labeled the
“electronic” domain. Disclosure was greatest for items with the personal and multifaceted
domains and least for items within the moral/conventional and “electronic” domains. Results
indicated social domain, parental warmth, and adolescent engagement in EPBs were each were
associated with adolescent disclosure to both mother- and father-figures. No crossover effect for
parental characteristics (i.e., maternal and paternal warmth) predicting disclosure to the other
parent was found. Limitations, implications, and future directions are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

You’re shopping for clothes at a department store when you look down at your side and your
child, who you just told to wait a moment while you searched for your desired garment, is
suddenly gone. You panic and frantically search for your missing child as various thoughts
about what might have happened race through your mind as you try to remain calm. Then, as
you look back to your side once more, you see your child looking up at you, wondering why you
look so frazzled.
Years pass and your now adolescent says that instead of coming right home from school, your
daughter is getting a ride from a friend’s older sibling is going to hang out at that friends’
house. You begin to ask questions such as, whose house will you be at? Do I know this friend?
What will you be doing at the friend’s house? Who’s at the house with you? When will you be
home? But before you can get an answer to any of these questions, you hear a click and then a
dial tone. You are worried and distressed and recall the department store incident of years past
with the similar sense of fear of not knowing where or with whom your child is. Your phone
suddenly rings and it’s your husband, telling you that your child just got off the phone with him
and said that her cell phone lost reception and dropped the call. He goes on to tell you that
your daughter told him that she is with her friend from school, a friend whom you know, with
parents you can trust, and that they’re working on a school project together and that she will
be home before dinner. As you hang up, you are relieved that your child called back and
alleviated your fears.

Such scenes are no doubt played out countless times each day. Although these scenarios
are sure to evoke a sense of worry and anxiety in any parent, they are presented here to be a
salient reminder of the importance of parental monitoring throughout a child’s life.
Additionally, the last vignette displays the “real-life” benefit of not only an adolescent’s selfdisclosure about her whereabouts and activities but also the benefit in having an adolescent
who is comfortable sharing this information with her mother and father equally. Each day
children and adolescents are faced with decisions that can lead them directly into the path of
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countless dangers;—substance use, destructive and violent behavior, risky sexual activity, or
academic failures are just a few that the parental monitoring literature has shown to be related
to poor parental monitoring (Barnes, Hoffman, Welte, Farrell, & Dintcheff, 2006; Dishion,
Patterson, Stoolmiller, & Skinner, 1991; Forehand, Miller, Dutra, & Watts Chance, 1997;
Romer et al., 1994; White & Kaufman, 1997).
Additionally, modern parents must also worry about to whom and what their children
are exposed on the Internet. Thinking of the aforementioned risks and developing a plan of
action to circumvent them, whether through instituting parental controls and limits or offering
an open ear and a warm shoulder, parents are able to monitor their children’s behaviors.
Through monitoring, parents are able to watch closely over their children during early
childhood and later to teach them to recognize and traverse the dangerous pitfalls that besiege
them daily as they mature into adolescents. Within such actions lie the fundamental goal of
most parents, and the underlying goal that drives the parental monitoring literature—to find the
parental, environmental, and individual factors that keep children safe and that provide them
with the best possible chance for later success. The purpose of the current study is to help
inform the literature related to parental monitoring by examining the factors that are associated
with increased parental knowledge, such as adolescent self-disclosure to parents about their
whereabouts and behaviors, thereby guiding parents’ monitoring efforts and making them more
fruitful.
Of course, as many parents may attest, knowing what to do in terms of monitoring
children’s behavior is far easier than engaging in these monitoring efforts on a consistent basis.
Further muddying the waters for parents is the fact that it is often necessary for monitoring
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efforts to change as children grow (Larson, Richards, Moneta, Holmbeck, & Duckett, 1996).
During early childhood, parents are generally able to use traditional, active forms of monitoring
with which they control where, when, and with whom their children engage (Kerr, Stattin, &
Burk, 2010). This frequent supervision allows for easier monitoring because children may
spend large amounts of time at home under the direct supervision of parents. Monitoring
adolescents, however, is often a much more involved task. During the shift from childhood to
adolescence, often conceptualized as occurring between the ages of 12 and 14 years, children’s
social networks begin to expand at a high rate (Crouter & Head, 2002). With this increase in
social exposure and the growing ability for adolescents to mobilize themselves rather than
solely relying on parents for transportation, parental monitoring efforts may take on a slightly
different form. Children start to spend less time under the direct supervision of their parents as
they shift towards adolescence, leaving fewer opportunities for parents to monitor directly their
children’s activities and associates (Larson et al., 1996). Thus, parents often utilize additional
monitoring strategies for when their children are not under their immediate care. This may
include asking children’s friends, friends’ parents, neighbors, teachers, or other adult
acquaintances who may have information on their children’s whereabouts and activities, or
paying attention to small changes in their behavior, affect, or routines that may hint at distress
or troublesome behavior (Crouter & Head, 2002; Kerr et al., 2010). Although such strategies
are no doubt time-consuming and tedious, parents need only to look for motivation in research
indicating that risky behavior often increases during adolescence (Moffitt, 1993).

4
A Historical Perspective of Parental Monitoring

In order to answer the previous question, one must first retrace the parental monitoring
literature back to its origins in the 1950s with the work of Glueck and Glueck (1950). Their
book, Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency, chronicled the relationship between parental
knowledge of delinquent acts and variables such as parent-child relationships, demographic
characteristics, and parental disciplinary practices within a sample of 500 boys. They concluded
that parents of delinquent boys had a more inadequate knowledge of their sons’ delinquent acts
than did parents of less delinquent or nondelinquent boys. This finding has been replicated in
many forms in subsequent decades, including with female participants (e.g., Crouter & Head,
2002; Laird, Pettit, Bates, & Dodge, 2003; Stattin & Kerr, 2000).
One notable study was conducted by Patterson and Stouthamer-Loeber (1984), who
found poor parental monitoring (i.e., knowledge and parental supervision) to be more
negatively correlated to 7th- and 10th-grade boys’ delinquency than either parental discipline,
problem solving, or reinforcement strategies. Not only did this work further bring attention to
the need to better understand the mechanisms of parental monitoring, but it also played a vital
role in setting in motion the process of conceptualizing the construct of parental monitoring
itself (Crouter & Head, 2002). Patterson and Stouthamer-Loeber conceptualized parental
monitoring as being driven solely by parents, believing that monitoring was chiefly a result of
parents’ active monitoring efforts, such as active supervision and controlling their children’s
activities and associates.
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Subsequent researchers have used this primarily parent-driven perception of monitoring
to guide their research designs. From this body of work came the practice of using the construct
“parental knowledge,” or a parent’s knowledge of their child’s “whereabouts, playmates, and
activities,” as means of measuring parental monitoring (Crouter, MacDermid, McHale, &
Perry-Jenkins, 1990, p. 651). More recently, however, a call to reconsider the conceptualization
and measurement of parental monitoring and parental knowledge has taken place.

Reconceptualizing Parental Monitoring

The push to reconceptualize parental monitoring was pioneered by the work of Stattin
and Kerr (2000; Kerr & Stattin, 2000), who expressed concern over the limitations in the
construct validity of the measures of parental monitoring that were being used at the time. Their
argument centered around their assertion that historical monitoring measures were not, in fact,
measuring the construct of parental monitoring, but were actually measuring its outcome—
parental knowledge. Parental monitoring measures, then, were only measuring the sum of a
complex variable, rather than identifying and measuring each individual piece of that variable
and how the pieces might contribute to the sum. Thus, Stattin and Kerr set about to identify
these individual pieces of parental monitoring and the level at which they impact the
knowledge parents obtain about their child’s activities.
Stattin and Kerr (2000; Kerr & Stattin, 2000) focused their efforts on three methods
parents may use to gain knowledge of their children’s activities. The first of these, child
disclosure, occurs simply when children freely tell their parents of their activities. This is the
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least parent-driven method of the bunch, and one that opposes the solely parent-driven
conceptualization of parental monitoring initially proposed by Patterson and StouthamerLoeber (1984).
A second method is parental solicitation. A more active form of monitoring, this
behavior occurs when parents solicit information concerning their children’s actions or
whereabouts from the children themselves or from those who may know or interact with the
child, such as friends, friends’ parents, or teachers (Fletcher, Steinberg, & Williams-Wheeler,
2004). This method is similar to the historical definition of monitoring as being active
obtainment of knowledge by a parent.
The final method presented by Stattin and Kerr (2000; Kerr & Stattin, 2000) is parental
control. Parental control can be defined as parents setting limits as to the level of autonomy
they grant their children. For example, parents may restrict to varying degrees where, when,
and with whom their children can go. The variation in degree of parental control is often a
factor of whether it is instituted in an authoritarian manner (i.e., the parent’s desire for absolute
obedience leads to minimized autonomy of the child) or in an authoritative manner (i.e., the
parent sets limits but is open to dialogue with the child about such limits). This variance in
implementation may positively or negatively impact other variables, including the parent-child
relationship and a child’s willingness to self-disclose information to a parent, thus, affecting the
level of knowledge a parent obtains about their child’s activities.
As is seen with the inclusion of the child disclosure method of gaining parental
knowledge, Stattin and Kerr (2000; Kerr & Stattin, 2000) believe that contrary to Patterson and
Stouthamer-Loeber (1984), children may play a larger role in the obtainment of parental
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knowledge than previously thought. Using a large sample of urban Swedish youth, Stattin and
Kerr tested their hypothesis and examined how each of the aforementioned monitoring methods
(e.g., child disclosure, parental solicitation, and parental control) mediated the relationship
between parental knowledge and various negative child outcomes (e.g., delinquency, school
problems, associations with deviant friends, and depressed mood). Results supported their
claim that children, through disclosure to parents, are an important piece of the monitoring
puzzle. More specifically, although greater parental solicitation and control were significantly
related to better adolescent adjustment, both were significantly less correlated with adjustment
than was child self-disclosure. Additionally, even after controlling for parent-child relationship
quality and family closeness in later analyses (Stattin & Kerr, 2000), child self-disclosure was a
more robust correlate of adolescent behavior than either parental solicitation or control.
Based on their findings, Stattin and Kerr (2000) argue that the historical
conceptualization of parental monitoring as being primarily a parent-driven process was flawed
because it did not account for the large proportion of variance explained by child selfdisclosure. After the publication of Stattin and Kerr’s studies, other researchers began to alter
their methodologies and measures to take into account the role of the child in parental
knowledge and, more specifically, the role of child self-disclosure (e.g., Darling, Cumsille,
Caldwell, & Dowdy, 2006; Finkenauer, Frijns, Engels, & Kerkhof, 2005; Soenens,
Vansteenkiste, Luyckx, & Goossens, 2006).
The current view of the psychological community supports the position that child selfdisclosure is a robust predictor of parental knowledge (e.g., Keijsers, Frijns, Branje, & Meeus,
2009; Kerr et al., 2010). In an effort to further unravel the variable of child self-disclosure, the
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current study will focuses primarily on children’s self-disclosure to parents and attempts to
describe what variables and circumstances influence when and what children disclose.
Ultimately, research leading to a better understanding of the mechanisms involved in the
disclosure of information by children to their parents about their whereabouts, friends, and
activities during adolescence can help both parents and researchers discern the necessary
components that enable children and adolescents the best possible avenue for safe, successful
lives.
Researchers have thus started to examine more closely when and how adolescents
disclose to parents (Darling et al., 2006; Finkenauer et al., 2005; Smetana, Metzger, Gettman,
& Campione-Barr, 2006; Soenens et al., 2006). The decision to study disclosure patterns
among adolescents was not an arbitrary decision but rather a calculated arrangement based on
previous knowledge that adolescents generally spend less time being directly supervised by
their parents than to younger children, and thus have greater opportunities to disclose or
withhold information from their parents (Larson et al., 1996). Furthermore, most adolescents
report withholding information to varying degrees from their parents (Lippard, 1988). Thus,
despite a parent’s best attempts to facilitate disclosure from an adolescent, it is likely that the
adolescent will at one time or another choose not to disclose information about his or her
activities or whereabouts.

9
Social-Cognitive Domain Theory and Adolescent Disclosure

As stated, much goes into an adolescent’s decision as to whether, and how much, they
disclose to parents. One of the main factors involved in this process is a consideration of the
type of issue at hand (Darling, Cumsille, Peña-Alampay, & Coatsworth, 2009; Smetana et al.,
2006; 2009; Tasopoulos-Chan, Smetana, & Yau, 2009). For example, if an adolescent
perceives an issue to be more personal in nature, such as who they have a “crush” on, they may
be less likely to share this information fully with their parents than less personal issues such as
how they did on their last science test. Researchers have borrowed from the social-cognitive
domain theory, also referred to as social domain theory or domain theory (Smetana, 2006), to
conceptualize the nature of various issues adolescents may face on a day-to-day basis.
Domain theory has grown from theories generated to explain moral development in
children, and posits that morality and social knowledge are the result of an intricate weaving of
an individual’s thought processes, experiences, and environment (Turiel, 1998). It is this
formation of morality that adolescent disclosure researchers are interested. Definitions as to
what adolescents believe their parents have the right to regulate and monitor are based on their
conceptualization of morality. If adolescents disagree with their parents as to the legitimacy of
parents’ rights to know information about the adolescents’ whereabouts and activities, they
may be less inclined to disclose such information to their parents.
The use of domain theory in the context of adolescent disclosure research typically
references some combination of the most frequently used domains of moral issues: personal,
moral, conventional, prudential, and multifaceted (Darling, Cumsille, & Martínez, 2008;
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Fuligni, 1998; Nucci & Weber, 1995; Smetana, 1999; Smetana et al., 2006; Tisak & Turiel,
1984). The personal domain refers solely to issues that individuals believe affect only
themselves (Smetana, 1999). Issues within the personal domain are conceptualized as issues
that are shaped more by personal preference and choice rather than social regulation (Nucci &
Weber, 1995). Examples of personal issues include adolescents’ style of dress or hair or choice
of friends or activities (Smetana, 1999). Because personal issues are viewed as affecting only
the individual, such issues are often believed by adolescents to be outside of the realm of
legitimate parental regulation, though the border between parental legitimacy and adolescent
privacy/autonomy is often negotiated within families (Smetana, 1999).
Issues within the moral domain refer to the basic human freedoms of “justice, welfare,
and rights” (Smetana et al., 2006, p. 202). Any behaviors that violate these basic rights, such as
physical violence toward others, would fall into this domain. The conventional domain
concerns issues that are related to, and are usually in violation of, social conventions such as
etiquette, manners, or other socially determined norms (Smetana, 2006; Smetana et al., 2006).
Issues that may fall under this category may be talking back to teachers or adults, using swear
words at school, or actively defying adults’ requests or rules. The moral and conventional
domains, two of the original domains posited by social domain theorists (Tisak & Turiel, 1984)
have recently been examined to determine their conceptual similarities and differences.
Smetana and Daddis (2002) argue that moral and conventional items, though conceptually
different, are similar in that they both pertain to “socially regulated acts” that apply to all
individuals in a given society (p. 564). Using a principal components analysis, the researchers
tested the relationship between items classified as moral (e.g., hitting siblings, lying to parents,
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or breaking a promise to parents) and conventional (e.g., not completing chores, talking back to
parents, or using “bad” manners). What they found was that items in both domains loaded
highly onto a factor they labeled “socially regulated” issues. Based on the results of these
analyses, Smetana and Daddis suggest that the moral and conventional domains, based on the
items they examined, could be considered a singular domain.
The prudential domain can be viewed as similar to the moral domain in that it applies to
harm to “the individuals’ comfort, safety, and health,” (Smetana, 2011, p. 176) but is different
from the moral domain in that the harm can be perpetrated by individuals to themselves (e.g.,
underage drinking or illicit drug use; Smetana et al., 2006). For illustrative purposes, consider
the following examples: physical harm perpetrated by another person to an individual would
fall under the moral domain, whereas behaviors that an individual engages in that puts their
own health and safety at risk, such as risky sexual behavior or drug use, would fall under the
prudential domain. Researchers have traditionally used the prudential domain to classify
behaviors that may cause personal harm to the individual (e.g., underage drinking and risky
sexual activity; Darling et al., 2005; Keijsers et al., 2009). However, a recent study by Smetana
et al. (2006) includes behaviors in the prudential domain that initially appear more mundane,
such as failing to finish homework or school assignments, in an effort to allow adolescents who
may not engage in the more traditionally risky behaviors the opportunity to describe instances
in which they were faced with the decision of whether they were going to disclose or conceal
such information from their parents. Thus, as the researchers broadened the inclusionary
criteria of issues that fell within the prudential domain, they were left with a domain that
spanned a broad spectrum of self-harm issues.
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To resolve this issue, Smetana et al. (2006) decided to split the prudential domain into
two separate categories: “prudential-risk,” which includes traditional prudential items such as
drug or alcohol use, and the “prudential-schoolwork” domain, which includes behaviors such as
not telling parents how one is doing in various school subjects and getting bad grades or not
completing homework or assignments. Though performance in school may not initially appear
to fit alongside traditional prudential issues, Smetana et al. argue that poor school performance
has the potential for harmful long-term effects and thus meets the definition of prudential issues
as being those that impact “the individuals’ comfort, safety, and health,” (Smetana, 2011, p.
176). Though splitting the prudential domain is not currently a common practice cited in the
literature, the opportunity it affords in being able to generalize results by collecting disclosure
data from individuals who may not engage in more risky behaviors is seen as a desirable
quality and thus is replicated in the current study.
The final domain includes issues that may encompass multiple domains at the same
time, hence its multifaceted label (Darling, Cumsille, & Peña-Alampay, 2005; Smetana, 2011).
As stated previously, families often negotiate the breadth of the personal domain, leaving room
for discrepancies between adolescents, and their parents’ conceptualization of which issues are
personal in nature and which issues may be prudential or conventional in nature. For example,
Smetana (1999) gives the example of the cleanliness of a child’s room as a multifaceted issue.
The child’s room may be viewed by the child as their personal space, but their parent may view
the state of the room as part of the house, making it subject to household cleanliness rules and,
thus, making it a conventional issue. Thus, the domain of an issue is one of the many factors
that may play in to adolescents’ decision to disclose to their parents.
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Factors Influencing Child and Adolescent Disclosure

Adolescents may have various reasons for choosing the degree to which they disclose
information to their parents. The disclosure literature has found that these reasons may include,
but are certainly not limited to, the following: to avoid being punished by parents; so as to not
disappoint parents or be embarrassed or uncomfortable; because of a feeling that one’s parents
will not understand the feelings regarding the issue or the issue itself; and as a way to preserve
one’s own privacy or assert one’s autonomy (e.g., believing the issue is not within parental
jurisdiction; Darling et al., 2006; Smetana, 2008; Yau, Tasopoulos-Chan, & Smetana, 2009;
Smetana, 2008). The following pages further summarize various parent and child
characteristics that have been found to influence adolescent disclosure.

Issue Domain

Adolescents’ perceptions into which domain a specific issue falls have been found to
predict whether or not they choose to disclose their behavior to parents (Cumsille, Darling, &
Martinez, 2010; Darling et al., 2006; Perkins & Turiel, 2007; Smetana et al., 2006). For
example, adolescents often believe that they are obligated to share information with their
parents about moral, conventional, and prudential issues, but are less obligated to do so when
they perceive issues to be personal in nature (Cumsille et al., 2010; Darling et al., 2006;
Smetana, 2011, Smetana et al., 2006). This sense of decreased parental legitimacy to
information perceived as personal leads some adolescents to reason that deception or telling
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partial truths related to personal matters (e.g., not telling all important elements of a story) to
parents is justifiable (Perkins & Turiel, 2007; Smetana et al., 2006). Buhrmester and Prager
(1995) have coined this assertion of an adolescent’s personal domain as creating an “arena of
privacy” (p. 43). Anything within their “arena” is under their own jurisdiction and, therefore,
the choice of whether or not they will allow their parents to be privy to their personal matters.
Despite most parents’ allowance of some level of autonomy for their adolescents, many
parents also believe that their children are at least sometimes obligated to tell them about
personal matters (Smetana et al., 2006). Personal issues are not the only domain in which
adolescents are hesitant to disclose information. Adolescents may also reject discussing
multifaceted issues, providing reasoning in one particular study that because such issues often
do not cause harm to themselves or others, they are perceived, like personal issues, to fall
primarily under the jurisdiction of the adolescent (Smetana, Villalobos, Tasopoulos-Chan,
Gettman, & Campione-Barr, 2009).
Despite the occasional issue or behavior that may fall into a “gray area” of jurisdiction,
many parents and adolescents tend to have some level of understanding as to what matters
parents should regulate (e.g., prudential issues such as risky sexual behavior) and not regulate
or regulate as much (e.g., personal issues such as choice of clothing; Cumsille et al., 2010;
Smetana et al., 2006). Mutual agreement, then, provides parents with the legitimacy they need
to actively monitor and regulate their child’s activities. Nevertheless, as described earlier,
parents and adolescents often differ in terms of their perceptions as in to whose jurisdiction an
issue falls. These disagreements, though normative to some extent, can lead to disagreements
about the adolescent’s obligation to disclose information, general conflict between parent and
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adolescent, disobedience by the adolescent, or nondisclosure or deception by the adolescent
(Darling, Cumsille, & Martínez, 2007; Smetana et al., 2006). Thus, an examination of
adolescents’ perceptions of the social domain into which various issues fall may be able to
better predict adolescent disclosure.

Parental Warmth

Parental warmth can be broadly defined as parents being responsive to their children’s
various physical, emotional, or psychological needs. This responsiveness may be displayed by
parents through physical affection toward their children, telling their children that they love
them, or telling their children that they appreciate something they did (Fletcher et al., 2004).
The lack of parental warmth for a child can have negative consequences (i.e., higher risk for
delinquency and substance use), many of which have been studied extensively within the
literature (e.g., Fletcher et al., 2004; Smetana et al., 2006; Soenens et al., 2006).
A common assumption holds that parental warmth affects disclosure such that warm
parents create a comfortable home climate in which children are at ease to freely share their
personal issues with parents (Smetana et al., 2006). Adolescents are more likely to disclose to
parents whom they perceive are responsive to their distress, who engage in perspective-taking
when talking with them, and who possess an authoritative parenting style compared to parents
whom they perceive do not exhibit such qualities (Almas, Grusec, & Tackett, 2011; Darling et
al., 2006). In fact, both maternal and paternal responsiveness was more strongly associated with
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adolescent disclosure as compared to parental psychological control and behavioral control
(Soenens et al., 2006).
Disclosure has been found to be less likely to occur when adolescents perceive that their
parents distrust them (Finkenauer, Engels, & Meeus, 2002). This lack of disclosure may
increase the level of distrust parents have of their children and lead to a more aggressive pursuit
of information, creating a cycle of parent-child distrust and further decreasing the chances of
adolescent self-disclosure (Mazur & Hubbard, 2004). Recently, linking parental warmth to
problem behaviors has been challenged. Fletcher et al. (2004) propose that parental warmth
plays a role along with parental control and parental monitoring in increasing parental
knowledge. They found that although warm parents were also more knowledgeable of their
children’s behaviors, parental knowledge served as the mechanism through which control,
warmth, and monitoring acted and led to better adolescent outcomes (e.g., lowered risk of
problem behaviors). Parental warmth, parental monitoring (i.e., active solicitation of
information from the child), and parental control (i.e., the extent to which parents set rules and
limitations on the child’s autonomy) all positively predicted parental knowledge, but the effects
of parental warmth on problem behaviors (e.g., substance use and delinquency) were fully
mediated by parental knowledge. Thus, the impact and role parental warmth plays in
adolescent disclosure is not yet fully understood.
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Externalizing Problems

The bidirectional relationship between frequent engagement in problem behaviors and
other negative adolescent outcomes, including affiliation with delinquent peers, substance use,
poor school performance, and antisocial behavior, has long been empirically established
(Agnew, 1991; Maggs, Almeida, & Galambos, 1995). The relationship between delinquency
and disclosure has also received its fair share of attention. A recent longitudinal example of this
literature found that as adolescents’ reports of engaging in delinquent activities increased, their
rates of disclosure decreased over time (Kerr et al., 2010). The authors added that this
relationship was bidirectional in nature, with higher rates of externalized problem behaviors
(EPBs) being linked to less disclosure, and less disclosure being related to higher levels of
externalizing problem behaviors. This finding is consistent with other work examining
disclosure and delinquency (Cumsille et al., 2010; Tasopoulos-Chan et al., 2009).
Such findings make intuitive sense to anybody who has ever done something of which
their parents would not approve. Delinquent acts are, not surprisingly, often frowned upon by
parents. Thus, when adolescents engage frequently in them, they are more likely to try to hide
their actions from their parents (i.e., not disclose their activities). However, similar to Fletcher
et al.’s (2004) hypothesis of parental warmth being just one of many factors influencing
parental knowledge, researchers have also suggested that the link between problem behavior
and disclosure may be more a function of parenting variables such as parental warmth than just
adolescent problem behaviors alone (Soenens et al., 2006). The evidence suggests that
responsive parents who also put some limits on their child’s autonomy (i.e., exercise some level
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of parental control) often succeed in reducing their children’s problem behaviors, though the
mechanism of change appears to be the fostering of self-disclosure through a warm and
accepting environment. Thus, the literature appears to indicate that both EPBs and parental
warmth may uniquely predict adolescent disclosure to parents. However, it is unclear whether
these associations generalize across all social domains.

Gender of Child

Thus far, the discussion regarding factors associated with adolescent disclosure has
centered on either parent (i.e., parental warmth) or adolescent (i.e., EPB) variables.
Demographic variables, though, have also been identified as playing a role in predicting
adolescent disclosure. One of these variables, the gender of the adolescent, has been thoroughly
documented in the literature as influencing the degree of self-disclosure (Crouter, Bumpus,
Davis, & McHale, 2005; Keijsers, Branje, Frijns, Finkenauer, & Meeus, 2010; Smetana et al.,
2009; Soenens et al., 2006; Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Generally speaking, cross-sectional data
using middle school and high school adolescents have found that girls tend to disclose more
than boys, boys tend to avoid discussing personal issues more than girls, and boys try to avoid
discussing issues with parents as opposed to fully or partially disclosing information as girls
often do (Smetana et al., 2009; Soenens et al., 2006; Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Longitudinal
findings have supported these cross-sectional results, adding that increases in secrecy during
middle adolescence occur earlier for boys than girls (Keijsers et al., 2010). Additionally,
parents of boys have been found to rely more on outside sources of information in their attempt
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to increase parental knowledge (i.e., friends’ parents, neighbors, or teachers) than do parents of
girls (Crouter et al., 2005). Thus, differences in adolescent disclosure by child gender appear to
exist.

Gender of Parent

It seems natural that adolescents would disclose more to one of their parents than the
other. Recently, more and more researchers have begun to argue for the collection and analysis
of mother and father data independently rather than measuring a single global parenting
variable (Crouter & Head, 2002). Thus, researchers have begun to measure empirically the
unique contributions of both mothers and fathers to better understand when, why, and how
often their children choose to disclose their activities to them (e.g., Smetana et al. 2006;
Soenens et al., 2006; Tasopoulos-Chan et al., 2009). For example, Soenens et al. found that
when looking at either the mother-adolescent or the father-adolescent relationship, the specific
parents’ responsiveness, behavioral control, and psychological control each independently
predicted adolescent self-disclosure to that parent.
Fathering variables have long been studied in the field of child development, yet the
population remains largely underrepresented due to methodological difficulties such as
operationalizing what constitutes a “father” and recruiting and retaining these individuals for
studies (e.g., Coley, 2001). This underrepresentation is also found in research examining the
role parents play in adolescents’ decisions about disclosing information concerning their
whereabouts, activities, and friends. Mothers and fathers often have different roles and
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interaction styles within families, with mothers tending to be more nurturing and fathers
generally engaging in more interactive play (Craig, 2006; Paquette, 2004). However, these
interaction and socialization styles may vary across different stages of development, as may
their influence on children’s psychological adjustment (Conger, Conger, & Scaramella, 1997;
Tamis-LeMonda & Cabrera, 2002). For example, fathers often socialize their young children
by engaging them in play (e.g., Paquette, 2004), but Tamis-LeMonda and Cabrera believe this
role may shift, possibly to a more direct teaching of values and attitudes, as the child gets older.
Thus, there is a need to further examine how maternal and paternal characteristics may affect
the disclosure of adolescents and also how they may indirectly influence each other (e.g.,
maternal warmth affecting adolescent disclosure to fathers).
Changes in childrearing practices during the shift to adolescence are bound to have
effects within the mother-father dyad. Parents often influence, either positively or negatively,
each others’ parenting practices (e.g., warmth or harshness) by creating an environment where
preferred parenting characteristics are reinforced and less preferred characteristics are not
(Agrawal et al., 2006; Schofield et al., 2009). When parents agree on parenting style, or at the
least respect the others’ beliefs on parenting, communicate with each other about the child, and
provide emotional support, they are said to have high “coparenting support” (Bonds & Gondoli,
2007, p. 291). Higher coparenting support has in turn been linked to greater levels of maternal
warmth and often leads to more positive parent-child relationships. Similarly, one’s own
perception of their level of warmth has been found to positively predict spousal warmth over
time (Schofield et al., 2009). What this research suggests, then, is that teamwork, cooperation,
and communication between parents can lead to greater levels of parental warmth, which itself
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has been associated with greater levels of adolescent disclosure (Almas et al., 2011; Darling et
al., 2006).
Research has often shown that adolescent disclosure varies depending on the gender of
the parent as well as the child (Crouter et al., 2005; Smetana et al., 2006; Soenens et al., 2006;
Stattin & Kerr, 2000), though not all research suggests this (see Tasopoulos-Chan et al., 2009).
For example, using a longitudinal design, Crouter et al. (2005) found that both fathers and
mothers depended on each other for information pertaining to a child of the opposite sex, as
girls would often disclose more to their mothers and boys would generally disclose more to
their fathers. Their study also concluded that adolescents of both genders tended to disclose
more to their mothers than fathers, and that because of this relationship, fathers relied more on
mothers for knowledge about their children’s activities than mothers relied on fathers for
similar information.
The finding that adolescents generally share more openly with their mothers than their
fathers has been previously established and supported in the literature (e.g., Buhrmester &
Prager, 1995; Waizenhofer, Buchanan, & Jackson-Newsom, 2004). Recently, however,
researchers have begun to examine whether this pattern holds true across social domains, and
what gender differences may exist when disclosure is broken down into the various social
domains. Smetana et al. (2006), for example, has found that though girls and boys still tend to
disclose more to their mothers than fathers across all social domains, within the personal and
prudential-schoolwork domains girls disclosed more information to their mothers than did
boys. Similarly, Bumpus, Crouter, and McHale (2001) found that boys were less likely than
girls to fully disclose about personal issues to their mothers.
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As stated earlier, fathers tend to obtain more of their information about their children’s
activities and whereabouts from their spouses, especially fathers of daughters, whereas mothers
generally obtain their knowledge through direct and indirect monitoring methods such as
initiating conversations with their children about school, peers, and activities (Crouter & Head,
2002; Crouter et al., 2005). Additionally, both mothers and fathers tend to know more about
their same-gender children (i.e., mothers-daughters, fathers-sons) than about their oppositegender children (Crouter, Helms-Erikson, Updegraff, & McHale, 1999). One possible
explanation for this relationship suggested by Crouter et al. (1999) may be a result of parents
spending more time in joint activities with children of their same gender, leading to more
opportunities to acquire knowledge about their child. The role of mothers as the primary
gatherers of information in the parental dyad is often conceptualized as being more “scripted”
than that of fathers (Bumpus, Crouter, & McHale, 2006; Parke, 1995). What is meant by this is
that mothers may have more concrete routines that they follow on a daily basis, such as
housework, meal preparation, and parenting than fathers. Fathers, as the theory suggests, often
center their after-work evening activities more on leisure and less so on more general
household or parenting duties. Because of this discrepancy in engagement of parenting
practices that may elicit disclosure from their children, mothers are often more centralized in
their children’s activities and are thus able to acquire more knowledge than are their spouses
about their children’s activities. However, fathers can gain access to this knowledge held by
mothers by engaging in conversations with their children about their day during “joint
activities” such as sitting around the dinner table (Bumpus et al., 2006).
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One of the outcomes associated with the dynamic between mothers as more direct
information gatherers and fathers utilizing a more indirect approach, is that fathers generally
rely more on voluntary disclosure by their children than do mothers, the amount of which can
vary depending on the quality of the father-child relationship (Bumpus et al., 2006).
Additionally, fathers’ knowledge can be more strongly influenced by child characteristics such
as “expressiveness” than mothers’ knowledge (Crouter et al., 1999). As a result, fathers may
pay more attention to or more actively seek out information from a child that they believe is
easier or more fun to talk to, thus increasing their knowledge of their child’s activities. A close
father-child relationship appears to be especially important for daughters. A positive
association between knowledge for both mothers and fathers has been found when daughters
perceive their parents, especially their fathers, as warm and accepting (Bumpus, 2000). For
sons, greater parental knowledge was positively associated with greater time spent with both
parents in shared activities. More important to the focus of the current study, Bumpus (2000)
found a significant positive link between father-child acceptance and greater maternal
knowledge. The implications of this finding suggest that perceived parental support (e.g.,
maternal and paternal warmth) may produce a crossover effect in which adolescents’
perceptions of warmth from one parent may elicit disclosure to, and thus increase the
knowledge of, the other parent. One may conclude from the presented research, then, that
consideration of adolescent disclosure to each parent separately is important because disparities
in level of disclosure and type of issue have been identified based on the gender of the parent.
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The Current Study

The seminal articles by Stattin and Kerr (2000; Kerr & Stattin, 2000) not only reshaped
the way the psychological community operationalized parental monitoring, but also brought to
light the importance of child self-disclosure in explaining how parents gain knowledge about
their children’s whereabouts and activities. Their findings opened up a new focus in the
parental monitoring literature and spawned a fervent push to better understand the mechanisms
involved, especially in terms of adolescent disclosure. However, there are some limitations
within the disclosure literature that the current study attempts to address. First, many of the
studies reviewed predicting adolescent disclosure conceptualize disclosure as a single construct
rather than a more complex construct consisting of multiple social domains (e.g.,
moral/conventional, prudential-risk, prudential-schoolwork, personal, and multifaceted). Thus,
this study examines whether these specific domains are associated similarly with parental
variables (i.e., parental warmth, gender) and adolescent variables (i.e., EPBs, gender). Second,
many studies have examined disclosure using a global parenting variable rather than
considering disclosure to mothers and father separately. As a result, differences between the
influence of mothers’ and fathers’ warmth independently have not been examined. Having
more specific information about how poor parent-child relationship quality may be linked to
adolescents’ decisions to disclose to their parents is important (Crouter & Head, 2002; Crouter
et al., 2005; Soenens et al., 2006); this may be especially true for fathers (Bumpus et al., 2006).
Third, though some studies have examined adolescent disclosure to parents across multiple
social domains (e.g., Smetana et al., 2006, 2009), they have not done so examining the
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influence of one parent’s parenting characteristics (i.e., parental warmth) on the level of
adolescent disclosure to the other parent. Evidence presented by Bumpus (2000) suggests that
parenting characteristics of one parent (e.g., father-child acceptance) can positively affect the
level of knowledge the other parent has regarding the child (e.g., maternal knowledge). Thus,
the current study attempted to contribute uniquely to and further the adolescent disclosure
literature by specifically examining how adolescents’ perceived maternal and paternal warmth,
along with adolescents’ EPBs and gender, are linked to disclosure to both mothers and fathers
across multiple social domains (i.e., personal, prudential-risk, prudential-schoolwork,
moral/conventional, and multifaceted). Additionally, the current study attempted to extend the
work of Smetana (1999) and Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) by examining actual rather than
hypothetical disclosure to mother- and father-figures.
The current study recruited adolescents in 9th and 10th grades, approximately between
the ages of 13 and 16 years. This age group was chosen for the following reasons. Engagement
in delinquent activities tends to increase during adolescence, peaking around age 17 (Moffitt,
1993), thus putting 9th- and 10th-graders on the upward slope of possible engagement in
problem behaviors and increasing the possibility of endorsement of a broad range of problem
behaviors. Also, adolescents often spend more time away from the home and more time with a
growing number of friends and are thus under the watchful eyes of their parents less than
younger children (Crouter & Head, 2002; Larson et al., 1996). Because adolescents are less
closely monitored by their parents, they are presented more often with decisions regarding
whether or not they will disclose information to their parents about their whereabouts and
activities. Thus, a sample of both 9th- and 10th-graders was thought to improve the possibility of
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endorsing a wide array of engagement in problem behaviors as well as an increased probability
that these behaviors were perpetrated without the direct supervision of parents, necessitating a
decision about disclosure or concealment from parents.

Hypotheses

Although adolescents often believe they are obligated to share at least some information
with their parents concerning issues within the moral/conventional, prudential-risk, and
prudential-schoolwork domains, they also oftentimes believe they are less obligated to disclose
information to parents when they perceive the issue to be within their “arena of privacy”
(Buhrmester & Prager, 1995, p. 43). This “arena” frequently includes issues within the personal
and multifaceted domains that adolescents often believe fall under their own personal
jurisdiction. Thus, replicating the findings within the literature regarding adolescent disclosure
and social domain (e.g., Buhrmester & Prager, 1995; Cumsille et al., 2010; Darling et al., 2006;
Smetana et al., 2006), it was hypothesized that
1. Adolescent disclosure to mothers and fathers would vary by domain, such that
disclosure would be greater for activities within the moral/conventional, prudential-risk,
and prudential-schoolwork domains, compared to activities within the personal and
multifaceted domains.
In general, Crouter et al. (2005) found that boys disclosed more to their fathers and girls
disclosed more to their mothers. However, Smetana et al. (2006) failed to find any gender
effects in disclosure to fathers. Thus, in an attempt to clarify any parent-child gender effects in
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disclosure to parents, the current study attempts to replicate the gender-specific findings of
Crouter et al. by hypothesizing that
2. Boys would disclose more to their fathers than would girls, and girls would disclose
more to their mothers than would boys.
Both male and female adolescents may disclose more openly to their mothers than to
their fathers, especially if the issue is viewed as a personal matter (Smetana et al., 2006). Also,
recall that the multifaceted domain may encompass items from multiple domains, including the
personal domain, and may be categorized into various domains by parents and adolescents
(Darling et al., 2005; Smetana, 1999). Thus, replicating the work of Smetana et al. (2006)
through examining the associations between the genders of both the parent and adolescent and
disclosure in specific social domains, the following hypothesis was proposed:
3. Both boys and girls would disclose more to their mothers when the issue was within
either the personal or multifaceted domains. However, when the issue was within the
prudential-schoolwork, prudential-risk, or moral/conventional domains, boys and girls
would disclose more to the same-gender parent.
Significant links between increased adolescent engagement in EPBs and subsequent
decreases in voluntary adolescent disclosure over time have been documented in the literature
(Kerr et al., 2010). Therefore, the current study attempted to replicate these findings by
proposing that
4. The level of EPBs reported by adolescents would be negatively associated with
disclosure to mothers and fathers across all domains (i.e., moral/conventional,
prudential-risk, prudential-schoolwork, personal, and multifaceted).
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Parenting characteristics (i.e., parental warmth) have been positively associated with
adolescents choosing to disclose information to their parents (Almas et al., 2011; Darling et al.,
2006; Smetana & Daddis, 2002). However, preliminary independent examinations of the
relationships between maternal and paternal warmth on adolescent disclosure across the five
main social domains have yet to be conducted. Thus, extending upon previous research, it was
hypothesized that
5a. Higher levels of maternal warmth would be positively associated with adolescent
disclosure for each domain (i.e., moral/conventional, prudential-risk, prudentialschoolwork, personal, and multifaceted).
5b. Higher levels of paternal warmth would be positively associated with adolescent
disclosure for each domain (i.e., moral/conventional, prudential-risk, prudentialschoolwork, personal, and multifaceted).
Adolescents who engage frequently in EPBs generally report lower levels of disclosure
to parents over time (Kerr et al., 2010). Parental warmth has also been indicated as having a
positive relationship with adolescent disclosure (Almas et al., 2011; Darling et al., 2006).
However, less research exists that examines the contributions of both maternal and paternal
warmth separately and adolescent EPBs simultaneously in predicting adolescent disclosure to
parents. Thus, the current study proposed that:
6. The level of adolescent EPBs and the level of maternal and paternal warmth would both
uniquely and simultaneously predict adolescent disclosure.
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Research Questions

Smetana et al. (2009) examined disclosure to parents across social domains and found
that nondisclosure (e.g., lying) was linked to poorer parent-child relationships. However, their
study was limited in that they did not examine disclosure to mothers and fathers separately.
Mothers and fathers, especially during their children’s maturation through adolescence,
generally shift parenting styles to reflect more appropriate socialization techniques for their
adolescent (Conger et al., 1997). During these changes in parenting styles, parents often
influence each others’ parenting practices (e.g., warmth or harshness) that may foster or
deteriorate the quality of parent-child relationships (Agrawal et al., 2006; Schofield et al.,
2009). The quality of parent-child relationships is one of many factors that may influence
adolescents’ decisions to disclose to their parents (e.g., Crouter et al., 2005; Crouter & Head,
2002; Soenens et al., 2006), with research suggesting that particular dyads, namely the fatherdaughter dyad, may be more negatively affected by poor relationship quality than other familial
dyads (Bumpus et al., 2006). Thus, to examine the dynamics between maternal and paternal
warmth and disclosure to the opposite gender parents, both considering disclosure as a global
variable as well as a variable of specific social domains, the following research questions were
proposed:
1. In general, does maternal warmth predict global adolescent disclosure to fathers, as
shown in Figure 1?
2. In general, does paternal warmth predict global adolescent disclosure to mothers, as
shown in Figure 1?
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3. Do these paths hold when predicting disclosure to a specific parent across the various
social domains, as shown in Figure 2?

cross-overr effect of maternal and paternal warmth predicting
Figure 1.. Proposed model of cross
adolescent disclosure to mother
mother- and father-figures. Significant
icant demographic variables are
controlled in the model.

Figure 2. Proposed model of maternal and paternal warmth predicting adolescent disclosure to
mother- and father-figures across the five proposed social domains. Significant demographic
variables are controlled in the model.

CHAPTER 2
METHODS

Participants

The initial sample consisted of 261 male and female 9th- and 10th-grade students from a
high school in the Chicago suburbs. Participants needed to have both a mother- and fatherfigure in the home to be included in the final sample. Following the lead of Killoren,
Updegraff, Christopher, and Umaña-Taylor (2010), the current study defined “mother-figure”
and “father-figure” as either biological mothers and fathers living in the home or long-term
(i.e., minimum of five years) adoptive parents or step-parents living in the home. This
definition was chosen to minimize ambiguity in instructions as well as reduce measurement
error as a result of disclosure to parents or parental figures whom the adolescent did not see on
a consistent basis. Also, such an approach is consistent with findings that fathers who live in
the home are more involved in the day-to-day lives of their children than are fathers who do not
live within the home (Castillo, Welch, & Sarver, 2011). Thus, participants who did not meet the
definition of having a mother- and father-figure living in the home were excluded from the
current study. Specifically, participants were excluded for not identifying a mother-figure (n =
5) or father-figure (n = 11), or not living with both their identified mother- or father-figure for
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at least the past five years (n = 69). In addition, additional participants were excluded who had
missing data points for study variables (n = 6). All analyses were conducted using the final
study sample of 170 participants.
Ages of the participants ranged from 14 to 16 years, with the average age of the
participants in the sample being 14.94 (SD = 0.71) years, 105 (62%) of which were female and
65 (38%) of which were male. Participants were comprised of 60% 9th- graders and 40% 10thgraders. The racial/ethnic breakdown of the sample consisted of primarily White/Caucasian
adolescents (87%), with a small percentage of minority participants (6% Asian/Pacific Islander;
5% Latino/Latina or Hispanic; 1% Black/African American; 1% Aluet, Eskimo, or American
Indian). Participants’ family socioeconomic status (SES), estimated based on occupational
prestige ratings ranging from 0-100 from the socioeconomic index (SEI) (Nakao & Treas,
1992), ranged from 0 (Unemployed or “Stay at Home Parent”) to 97 (Physician) with a mean
score of 52.38 (SD = 20.59). Based on their SEI scores, participants’ families were classified as
Poor (n = 13; 8.1%); Working Class (n = 31; 19.4%); Middle Class (n = 56; 35%); UpperMiddle Class (n = 49; 30.6%); and Upper Class (n = 11; 6.1%).
Most participants identified their biological parents as their mother (n = 168; 99%) and
father figures (n = 159; 93%), with the remainder identifying other family members including
adopted mother (n = 1; 0.5%), maternal grandmother (n = 1; 0.5%), adopted father (n = 3; 2%),
and stepfather (n = 8; 5%). Similarly, most participants also indicated that their mother and
father figures had always lived with them (n = 168; [99%] for mother-figure and n = 161 [95%]
for father-figure). All other mother- and father-figures had lived with participants for at least
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five years prior to data collection, with mean time lived with both parents being 14.77 years
(SD = 1.10).

Procedure

Approximately two months prior to data collection, the primary researcher presented the
proposed measures to four classes of 12th-grade students enrolled in a psychology class at the
same high school from which the data would be collected. The purpose of this exercise was to
solicit feedback from students of similar age who were not eligible to participate in the study to
identify any potential problems with clarity or comprehension of test items, as well as to solicit
feedback related to maximizing student participation and the data-collection process. Feedback
received included information related to motivating incentives to increase participation, how
students would be given the link to the study website, and changing wording on some items
(i.e., noting that biological parents is synonymous with “real” parents on the demographics
questionnaire).
Students were briefly introduced to the study by the primary researcher one week before
data collection and were sent home with a packet of materials for their parents that included a
consent form and information explaining the study, its purpose, and potential risks and benefits.
School administrators were also sent an informational bulletin via email prior to data collection,
informing parents of the study’s purpose. In an effort to increase participation in the study,
students were told that by participating, their name would be entered into a drawing for one of
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four $25 gift cards. Seventy-nine percent of the 9th- and 10th-grade class participated in the
study.
Data was collected via an online data collection instrument (SurveyMonkey) on two
separate occasions approximately one month apart, with primarily freshmen completing the
survey measures the first day and primarily sophomores completing the measures the second
day. Participants were brought to a central computer lab by their teachers during data collection
where the primary investigator and the research team reintroduced the study and its purpose.
Assent and anonymity were verbally explained to those students who had returned to school a
signed consent form by their parents, indicating permission to participate in the study. Those
students who had parental consent but chose not to participate (n = 2), or students whose
parents had not provided consent or who had not returned the consent form had another activity
provided for them by their teacher. Assent forms were then distributed and collected prior to
starting the survey measures. As students turned in their assent forms, they were handed a small
strip of paper with the website address of the survey and were given instructions on how to
access and begin the survey. Students first completed the demographics questionnaire, then
items from the measure of parental warmth, followed by the items from the disclosure
questionnaire. Completion of the survey took approximately 10 to 20 minutes. After
completing the survey, participants were given the opportunity to select a small candy of their
choice as a thank-you for their participation.
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Measures

Demographics

Participants were asked to fill out the demographics questionnaire that included
information on the age, gender, race/ethnicity of the participant, status of biological parents’
relationship, parental education, parental occupation/employment, and SES (see Appendix A).
Family SES was measured using the SEI (Nakao & Treas, 1992). The SEI estimates SES and
occupational prestige by ranking various occupations on a scale of 1 to 100, with occupations
of greater prestige receiving higher scores. If participants reported parental occupation for more
than one parent, the average score of individuals’ mother-and father-figure (total SEI) was used
for analyses. Subcategories for the SEI were created following the example of Jackman and
Jackman (1985), who utilize a five-class model of social class identification (poor, working,
middle, upper-middle, and upper). Class determination was made by creating four cut points for
the total SEI score of each individual, thus creating the parameters for the five groups (i.e.,
scores of 1-20 = Poor; 21-40 = Working; 41-60 = Middle; 61-80 = Upper-Middle; and 81-100 =
Upper).

Aspects of Parenting

Adolescents’ perceptions of parental characteristics were measured using the 15-item
Parenting Style Inventory II (PSI-II; Darling & Toyokawa, 1997). For the current study,
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participants were asked to respond separately to items on the PSI-II thinking about a motherfigure and father-figure who live in the home. The PSI-II is comprised of three subscales:
responsiveness, autonomy-granting, and demandingness (see Appendix B). The current study
analyzed data only from the responsiveness subscale. Each subscale has five items, with two
items from each subscale reverse coded. Item responses are in the format of 1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = I’m in between, 4 = agree, or 5 = strongly agree. Reliability
estimates of the full PSI-II have been shown to be adequate (α = .77; Darling et al. 2006).
Additionally, each subscale has been found to have sufficient internal consistency. Specifically,
reliability estimates have ranged from .74 to .88 for the responsiveness scale (Cumsille et al.,
2010; Darling & Toyokawa, 1997). The current sample showed good internal consistency for
both the mother (α = .81) and father (α = .76) versions of responsiveness scale from the PSI-II.
Mean scores were derived for the responsiveness subscale as a measure of parental warmth for
mothers and fathers independently, with higher scores indicating higher levels of perceived
warmth.

Problem Behaviors

Participants’ levels of self-reported problem behaviors was measured using all 12 items
from a modified version of the Youth Deviance Scale (YDS), entitled the Modified YDS
(MYDS) as well as seven items selected for inclusion from the Adolescent Disclosure
Questionnaire (ADQ) for a total of 19 items. The MYDS consists of eight items from the YDS
(Gold, 1970; Steinberg, Mounts, Lamborn, & Dornbusch, 1991), three items from the
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delinquency index from the National Longitudinal Study of Youth (NLSY; Borus et al., 1982)
and one item from the Self-Reported Delinquency Questionnaire (SRDQ; LeBlanc & Fréchette,
1989), for a total of 12 items. Items from the NLSY included, “Been given a detention or made
to stay after school;” “Been suspended or expelled from school;” and “Skipped a full day of
school without an excuse.” The single item from the SRDQ was as follows: “Trespass
anywhere you were not supposed to go.” Items were selected based on representation of
various levels of EPBs that were believed to occur with relative frequency within the target
population. The modified version of the YDS, entitled the MYDS, asks participants how
frequently they have engaged in a wide range of problem behaviors within the past 12 months,
using the following response choices: 1 = never, 2 = once or twice, 3 = several times, or 4 =
often. For the current study, seven items from the ADQ (see items marked with * in Appendix
C) were included with the original 12 items from the MYDS and were embedded within 22
non-overlapping items, creating a single 41-item questionnaire. Participants were first asked
about their participation in the specific EPB and, if they had participated, were then asked
about whether they had talked with their parents about this activity (see Disclosure to Parents
section following). To determine if the additional items fit with the existing EPB items, the
internal consistency of the original 12 MYDS items was calculated, in addition to the original
12 MYDS items plus the seven proposed items. Reliability for the original items was good (α =
.87) but improved when the seven proposed items were added to the original MYDS items (α =
.89), thus creating a 19-item problem behavior scale. Furthermore, item analyses found the
exclusion of any item would not have increased the internal consistency. The level of EPB was
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determined by taking the mean of all 19 EPB items, in which higher scores represented greater
engagement in problem behavior.

Disclosure to Parents

The adolescent self-disclosure measure consisted of 33 items selected from three similar
measures of adolescent disclosure to parents (see Appendix C for items; items are presented
here by domain for ease of the reader but were mixed in the actual questionnaire). Items were
categorized into five primary social domains: Personal (7 items); Prudential-Risk (4 items);
Prudential-Schoolwork (4 items); Multifaceted (11 items); and Moral/Conventional (7 items).
Twenty-two items were selected from the disclosure measure used by Smetana et al. (2009),
encompassing the personal, multifaceted, and prudential-risk domains. Nine items were
selected from the disclosure measure used by Smetana et al. (2006), which encompassed the
prudential-schoolwork and moral/conventional domains. Finally, two items were selected from
the disclosure measure used by Smetana and Daddis (2002), encompassing the
moral/conventional domain. Though the current study was not replicating a single previously
created disclosure scale in its entirety, alphas for similar measures of disclosure had been found
to be within an adequate range. For example, the following alphas pertain to domains that were
intended to be examined within the current study: prudential-schoolwork (α = .86; Smetana et
al., 2006); personal (α = .76; Smetana et al., 2006; α = .86; Hasebe, Nucci, & Nucci, 2004);
prudential-risk (α = .89; Smetana et al., 2006); moral/conventional (α = .90; Smetana & Daddis,
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2002; α = .74; Smetana et al., 2006); and multifaceted (α = .90; Hasebe et al., 2004; α = .77;
Smetana et al., 2006).
On the ADQ, participants were asked how often they had engaged in each behavior (1 =
never, 2 = once or twice, 3 = several times, 4 = often), and, if they had ever engaged in the
behavior, how often did they tell their mother/father about it (1 = never tell, 2 = rarely tell, 3 =
sometimes tell, 4 = often tell, and 5 = always tell). If participants indicated that they had not
engaged in a particular behavior, they were prompted to skip to the next question, which
eliminated participants reporting on disclosure about hypothetical situations. As with measures
of perceived parental warmth, participants were asked to respond thinking about their
mother/mother-figure and father/father-figure separately.
Because of the nature of the questions, preliminary analyses needed to be done to
determine which items would be included in the measures. Specifically, items with 60% or
more of participants reporting having “never” engaged in the behavior were eliminated from
further analyses as there were no responses related to disclosure to parents. A total of 16 items
(11 from the MYDS and 5 from the ADQ) were removed, leading to the development of the
final 33 items related to disclosure (25-item ADQ and 8-item MYDS). Ten of the dropped
behaviors were comprised of more significant EPB, including trouble with the police,
trespassing, purposely damaging or destroying property, smoking cigarettes, smoking
marijuana, drinking alcohol, going to parties where other teens are drinking, being suspended
or expelled, skipping school without an excuse, and getting into physical fights. Six other items
were omitted from further analyses because they were not reported by the majority of
participants: talking back to a teacher, spending time with people whom parents do not like,

40
getting into trouble at school, given a detention, cheating on a class test, and spreading rumors
about another person. The final exploratory factor analysis (EFA) included the following
number of items from the originally proposed scales: all seven from the proposed personal
domain; one out of eight from the proposed prudential-risk domain; five out of nine from the
proposed prudential-schoolwork domain; 8 out of 11 from the proposed multifaceted domain;
and four out of seven from the proposed moral/conventional domain.
After determining the items to be used in the disclosure measure, an EFA using an
oblique rotation (i.e., promax) was run to examine whether the number of factors in the current
data was similar to those social domains suggested in the literature (i.e., personal, prudentialschoolwork, prudential-risk, moral/conventional, and multifaceted). This EFA was replicated
for both mother-figure and father-figure to see if the same domains were present for mother and
father data. Results of the EFA for mother and father-figures can be seen in Table 1. Contrary
to the five domains commonly found in the literature, a four-factor model fit best for both
mother-figure and father-figure data. Initial iterations proposed a five-factor model for both
mother- and father-figure data, which parallel analyses outlined by O’Connor (2000). However,
further examination of the data indicated that four of five remaining prudential-schoolwork
items were highly correlated (r = .91, .88, .77, and .76) with items on the personal domain.
Additionally, alphas run for the four items comprising a possible prudential-schoolwork
domain were .74 for mother-figure data and .79 for father-figure data. Alphas for the personal
domain without the prudential-school items were .78 for mother-figure data and .82 for fatherfigure data. With the addition of the prudential-schoolwork items, these reliability coefficients
increased to .84 and .87, respectively. Given this information, in addition to O’Connor stating

Table 1
Results of EFA of Mother- and Father-Figure Disclosure Items.
Item
(How often did you tell
your parents when you…)

Factor loadings (MOTHER)
1

2

3

4

Talked on the phone with
friends

.54

-.02

.09

Liked or had a crush on
someone

.41

.46

Talked with friends about
what they have done or
what has been going on in
their lives

.66

Thought about what your
“true” feelings are (i.e.,
opinions, emotions, etc.)

Factor loadings (FATHER)
M

SD

1

2

3

4

.54

3.01

.08

.18

.23

.04

.65

.38

Got a bad grade or didn’t
do well on a test or an
assignment

.52

Received grades in
different school subjects
Did particularly well on an
assignment or test

M

SD

1.24

.63

.21

.05

.40

2.67

1.30

2.54

1.36

.57

.35

-.10

.15

1.92

1.17

.27

2.59

1.08

.69

.10

.11

.28

2.16

0.96

-.07

.17

2.56

1.22

.65

.13

.41

2.13

1.10

.22

.26

.07

3.29

1.33

.65

.17

.18

.03

2.92

1.42

.69

.03

.29

.00

4.03

1.18

.76

.07

.17

-.09

3.81

1.27

.66

.08

.18

.09

4.31

1.05

.63

.36

.19

-.06

4.07

1.17

Personal Domain

.02

(continued on following page)
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Table 1 (continued)
Finished homework or
assignments

.50

.12

.19

.45

3.03

1.49

.57

.36

.12

.37

2.88

1.54

Spent your allowance or
other money you’ve earned

.40

-.15

.45

.39

3.89

1.11

.46

.14

.41

.27

3.56

1.29

Done something in your
free time

.40

-.08

.39

.31

3.96

1.14

.64

.09

.24

.19

3.65

1.24

Went out for a sport or
joined a school club

.39

-.06

.33

.04

4.85

0.50

.45

.03

.41

-.10

4.72

0.74

Copied homework or a
class assignment

.09

.57

.01

.43

1.65

0.97

.07

.49

.11

.31

1.49

0.87

Teased or said mean things
to others

.22

.41

.24

.34

2.08

1.04

.10

.73

.03

-.06

2.09

1.04

Cursed or swore

.02

.48

.13

.41

2.02

1.27

.11

.48

.24

.25

1.90

1.21

Lied or were dishonest to
others

.11

.51

.19

.40

1.84

1.01

.10

.66

.06

.19

1.70

0.93

One of your friends got
into trouble at home or
school

.21

.44

.14

.42

2.50

1.05

.32

.56

.23

.05

2.27

1.03

.19

.09

.70

.13

4.03

1.09

.25

.18

.69

.03

3.77

1.25

Moral/Conventional
Domain

Multifaceted Domain
Rode in a car with a teen
driver
(continued on following page)
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Table 1 (continued)
Gone somewhere with
friends

.37

.20

.62

.06

4.30

0.99

.40

.13

.68

.14

3.98

1.22

Watched an R-rated movie

-.07

.30

.46

.40

3.56

1.38

-.01

.31

.56

.28

3.53

1.44

Stayed out late or came in
past curfew

.12

.28

.66

.00

3.11

1.26

.20

.11

.59

.15

2.82

1.27

Not done your assigned
chores

-.02

.18

.56

.23

2.87

1.21

.10

.47

.52

-.12

2.59

1.20

Spent time alone with a
boyfriend/girlfriend

.12

.38

.53

-.05

3.07

1.22

.00

-.12

.50

.44

2.76

1.19

-.10

-.02

.27

.78

3.15

1.46

.17

.33

.34

.57

3.00

1.52

Sent a text message

.13

.19

-.01

.72

2.30

1.31

.09

.31

.11

.74

2.10

1.28

Sent or posted an instant
message, email, or other
communication (i.e.,
Facebook, Twitter,
Instagram, Myspace)

.27

.06

.07

.74

2.54

1.32

.37

.37

.04

.53

2.30

1.29

Electronic Domain
Went online

:ote: Pattern matrix loadings > .40 are bolded. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.
Mother-figure rotation converged in 9 iterations. Father-figure rotation converged in 10 iterations.
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that parallel analyses tend to err on the side of overextraction, a four-factor model was
proposed. Only three of the originally proposed five-factor model domains were observed for
both the mother- and father-figure data (e.g., personal, multifaceted, moral/conventional). All
but one of the proposed prudential-schoolwork items loaded onto the personal domain and the
item “copied homework” loaded onto the moral/conventional domain. The fourth factor did not
align with previous domains, but all items were associated with technology (i.e., “been online,”
“sent an instant message,” and “sent a text message”). Thus, this final factor was labeled the
“electronic domain.”
Despite these efforts, the EFA still contained many items that cross-loaded across
factors, suggesting problems with the data. Further exploration of solutions with other number
of factors did not present a cleaner structure. Because of the desire to have both mothers and
fathers with the same factor structure, deleting items that had cross-loadings was not ideal.
Thus, theory based on the current literature was used in determining domain structure for the
current study limiting the strength of the findings based on these factors.
The final domains/factors included 11 items within the personal domain, 6 items within
the multifaceted domain, 5 items within the moral/conventional domain, and 3 items within the
electronic domain. Thus, mean scores for disclosure to mother- and father-figures and
adolescent EPBs were calculated independently for each domain. In addition, two global
disclosure scores, one for mother-figures and one for father-figures, were calculated by taking
the mean across all items. In order to maximize the likelihood of an individual engaging in
most of the behaviors within a domain, scales were created only if that participant engaged in a
majority of the behaviors within a given domain (e.g., four out of six items on the multifaceted
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domain). As shown in Table 2, good internal consistency was found for each of the four
domains as well as the global measure for both disclosure to mother- and father-figures.

Table 2
Alphas for Disclosure Composites
Composite

Mother-Figure

Father-Figure

α

α

Personal (n = 165)

.84

.87

Multifaceted (n = 129)

.83

.83

Moral/Conventional (n = 135)

.82

.76

Electronic (n = 164)

.79

.78

Total (N = 170)

.95

.95

CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

Descriptives

The descriptive analyses of the independent and dependent variables, which were
conducted prior to examining the hypotheses, are presented in Table 3. Paired t tests indicated
that adolescents disclosed significantly more to their mother-figures than to father-figures
globally, t(169) = 6.93, p = .000, as well as for each domain (Personal: t(164) = 8.18, p = .000;
Multifaceted: t(128) = 3.94, p = .000; Moral/Conventional: t(134) = 3.13, p = .002; Electronic:
t(163) = 4.98, p = .000). Additionally, paired t tests confirmed that adolescents perceived
significantly greater warmth from mother-figures than from father-figures t(169) = 2.97, p =
.003; thus replicating findings from previous research (e.g., Paulson, Hill, & Holmbeck, 1991).
Adolescents’ reports of their engagement in EPBs were relatively low, even with the addition
of some potentially high-base rate items from the ADQ (e.g., lied or were dishonest to others,
cursed or swore, or watched an R-rated movie).
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics
Variables

M

Participants’ EPBs (n = 170)

1.62

0.46

1.00–3.68

Maternal Warmth (n = 170)

3.88

0.83

1.20–5.00

Paternal Warmth (n = 170)

3.69

0.83

1.40–5.00

Disclosure to Mother-Personal (n = 165)

3.48

0.76

1.18–5.00

Disclosure to Mother-Multifaceted (n = 129)

3.54

1.04

1.00–5.40

Disclosure to Mother-Moral/-Conventional (n = 135)

2.01

0.97

1.00–5.25

Disclosure to Mother-Electronic (n = 164)

2.67

1.19

1.00–5.67

Total Disclosure to Mother-Figure

3.15

0.80

1.00–5.67

Disclosure to Father-Personal (n = 165)

3.15

0.86

1.18–4.90

Disclosure to Father-Multifaceted (n = 129)

3.29

1.12

1.00–6.00

Disclosure to Father-Moral/-Conventional (n = 135)

1.87

0.89

1.00–5.25

Disclosure to Father-Electronic (n = 164)

2.47

1.19

1.00–5.67

Total Disclosure to Father-Figure

2.90

0.85

1.00–6.00

SD

Range

Preliminary Analyses

Bivariate correlations were conducted to assess the associations among all independent
and dependent variables. As Table 4 illustrates, all mother- and father-figure disclosure
domains were highly associated with one another. To a lesser degree, both maternal and

Table 4
Bivariate Correlations Between Independent and Dependent Variables
Variable

1. EPBs

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

-

2. M Warmth

-.16*

3. F Warmth

-.21**

.50**

-

4. M Disc - Pers

-.30**

.44**

.32**

5. M Disc - Multi

-.33**

.29**

.12

.64**

-

6. M Disc - M/C

-.01

.23**

.05

.59**

.52**

-

7. M Disc - Elec

-.07

.21**

.16*

.51**

.42**

.60**

-

8. M Disc - Total

-.34**

.42**

.26**

.91**

.82**

.79**

.72**

-

9. F Disc - Pers

-.32**

.25**

.51**

.81**

.47**

.48**

.47**

.76**

-

10. F Disc - Multi

-.25**

.18*

.32**

.47**

.78**

.44**

.36**

.65**

.60**

-

-

-

11. F Disc - M/C

.10

.18*

.21*

.44**

.40**

.84**

.52**

.59**

.55**

.52**

-

12. F Disc - Elec

-.08

.16*

.25**

.44**

.37**

.55**

.91**

.61**

.57**

.51**

.61**

-

13. F Disc - Total

-.27**

.28**

.46**

.74**

.64**

.66**

.64**

.84**

.91**

.82**

.75**

.77**

-

.06

.08

.01

-.11

-.11

-.03

.02

.09

.02

-.10

.04

.10

14. SES

14

.05

-

:ote. * = p < .05, ** = p < .01; EPBs = participants’ reported EPBs; M Warmth = maternal warmth; F Warmth = paternal
warmth; M Disc - Personal = disclosure to mother-figure on the personal domain; M Disc - Multi = disclosure to mother-figure on the multifaceted
domain; M Disc - M/C = disclosure to mother-figure on the moral/conventional domain; M Disc - Electronic = disclosure to mother-figure on the
electronic domain; M Disc - Total = total disclosure to mother-figure; F Disc - Personal = disclosure to father-figure on the personal domain; F Disc Multi = disclosure to father-figure on the multifaceted domain; F Disc - M/C = disclosure to father-figure on the moral/conventional domain; F Disc Electronic = disclosure to father-figure on the electronic domain; F Disc - Total = total disclosure to father-figure
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paternal warmth were strongly associated with each other; in addition, both maternal and
paternal warmth were negatively associated with participants’ EPBs. Total adolescent
disclosure to mother- and father-figures was significantly negatively associated with
participants’ EPBs and significantly positively associated with maternal and paternal warmth.
Significant negative associations were also found between participants’ EPBs and disclosure
about personal and multifaceted domains to both mother- and father-figures, but no significant
associations were found for disclosure in the moral/conventional or electronic domains.
Parental warmth was positively associated with disclosure to the same-gender parent on all four
domains. Maternal warmth was also positively associated with disclosure to father-figures on
all four domains; however, paternal warmth was positively associated only with disclosure to
mothers in the personal and electronic domains.
To determine which demographic variables should be controlled in the primary
analyses, preliminary analyses were run. First, as shown in Table 4, SES was not significantly
associated with any of the independent or dependent variables, and thus was not used as a
covariate in further analyses. Next, three sets of independent samples t tests, using a two-tailed
test of significance, were conducted to determine if there were significant mean differences in
outcome variables with regards to gender of the participant, parental marital status, and
ethnicity. Gender was dummy coded (0 = males, 1 = females). Ethnicity was collapsed into two
main groups in order to maximize the number of participants in each group: White/Caucasian
(1; n = 153); and Non-White/Caucasian (0; n = 23).
As shown in Table 5, significant mean differences were found by participant gender,
parental marital status, and ethnicity. For gender, males reported significantly more EPBs than

Table 5
Independent Samples T Tests Between Outcome Variables and Participant Gender, Parental Marital Status, and Ethnicity
Outcome Variables

Participant Gender
Male
M (SD)

Female
M (SD)

Marital Status
Intact
M (SD)

Ethnicity

T

Separated
M (SD)

2.86**

1.89 (0.66)

1.59 (0.43)

-1.81

1.60 (0.50)

1.62 (0.46)

-0.25

T

Non-White
M (SD)

White
M (SD)

T

EPBs

1.75 (0.53)

1.54 (0.40)

M Warmth

3.70 (0.84)

3.99 (0.81)

-2.24*

3.63 (0.84)

3.90 (0.83)

1.28

0.91 (0.20)

0.82 (0.07)

-1.02

F Warmth

3.67 (0.79)

3.70 (0.86)

-0.20

3.29 (1.09)

3.73 (0.80)

2.03*

0.96 (0.20)

0.82 (0.07)

-0.25

M Disc - Pers

3.26 (0.74)

3.61 (0.75)

-2.89**

2.94 (0.78)

3.53 (0.74)

2.92**

3.03 (0.81)

3.54 (0.74)

-2.89**

M Disc - Multi

3.34 (1.05)

3.69 (1.01)

-1.93

2.77 (1.14)

3.63 (0.99)

3.05**

3.13 (1.07)

3.59 (1.02)

-1.58

M Disc - M/C

1.90 (0.89)

2.08 (1.02)

-1.02

1.58 (0.80)

2.06 (0.98)

1.78

1.80 (0.81)

2.04 (0.99)

-1.00

M Disc - Elec

2.30 (1.05)

2.87 (1.22)

-3.00**

2.73 (1.47)

2.66 (1.16)

-0.18

2.21 (1.14)

2.73 (1.19)

-1.88

F Disc - Pers

3.07 (0.83)

3.21 (0.88)

-1.02

2.50 (0.91)

3.22 (0.83)

3.16**

2.80 (0.96)

3.20 (0.84)

-1.99*

F Disc - Multi

3.31 (1.02)

3.27 (1.19)

0.22

2.49 (1.27)

3.39 (1.06)

2.92**

2.73 (1.24)

3.36 (1.09)

-2.03*

F Disc - M/C

1.93 (0.96)

1.84 (0.86)

0.59

1.35 (0.60)

1.93 (0.90)

2.34*

1.76 (0.98)

1.89 (0.88)

-0.57

F Disc - Elec

2.24 (1.02)

2.60 (1.26)

-2.01*

2.40 (1.45)

2.48 (1.16)

0.27

2.00 (1.16)

2.54 (1.18)

-1.97

:ote. * = p < .05, ** = p < .01; EPBs = externalizing problem behaviors; M = mother-figure; F = father figure; Disc = Disclosure; Pers = personal domain; Multi
= multifaceted domain; M/C = moral/conventional domain; Elec = electronic domain
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did females, whereas females reported significantly higher levels of maternal warmth compared
to males. In addition, females reported higher rates of disclosure in the personal domain to their
mother-figures as well as higher rates of disclosure in the electronic domain to both parents.
Considering parental marital status, individuals whose parents’ marriage were intact reported
significantly greater paternal warmth than those whose parents had separated. In addition,
individuals whose parents’ marriages were intact reported significantly higher rates of
disclosure to their mother-figures within the personal and multifaceted domains and
significantly more disclosure to their father-figures within the personal, multifaceted, and
moral/conventional domains.
For race/ethnicity, participants who identified as White/Caucasian reported significantly
greater disclosure to their mother-figures in the personal domain than individuals who
identified as Non-White/Caucasian. The White/Caucasian group also reported significantly
more disclosure to their father-figures in the personal and multifaceted domains compared to
Non-White/Caucasian individuals. Based on these preliminary analyses, all further analyses
controlled for participants’ gender, race/ethnicity, and biological parents’ marital status.

Hypotheses

Due to the similar nature of Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, all three hypotheses were addressed
using a single two-way repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) examining the
effects of adolescent gender, social domain, and parent gender on adolescent disclosure and
also accounting for the possible effects of ethnicity/race and parental marital status. Thus, the

52
model was a 4 (Social Domain) x 2 (Gender of Child) x 2 (Gender of Parent) design. Parent
gender and domain were entered as within-subjects variables, and participant gender was
entered as a between-subjects variable with ethnicity/race and parental marital status entered as
covariates. Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been
violated, χ2(5) = 21.77, p = .001, for the main effect of Domain as well as the interaction of
Domain x Parent Gender, χ2(5) = 18.53, p = .002. Epsilon (ε) was 0.876 for Domain and 0.894
for Domain x Parent Gender, as calculated according to Greenhouse and Geisser (1959), and
was used to correct the ANOVA. Estimates of epsilon using the Greenhouse-Geisser procedure
correct the degrees of freedom of the F-distribution, thus creating a more accurate significance
value in order to compensate for the violation in sphericity.
Results of the ANOVA are illustrated in Table 6. Significant main effects for domain
and participant gender on adolescent disclosure were found. Pairwise comparisons using
Bonferroni (Maxwell & Delaney, 2004) corrections were run to examine meaningful
differences within the main effects. For participant gender, results indicated that girls (M =
2.88, SD = 0.81) disclosed significantly more than boys (M = 2.54, SD = 0.73). For domain,
results specified that three of the four domains were significantly different from each other,
with disclosure greatest for the multifaceted domain (M = 3.39, SD = 1.07), followed by the
personal domain (M = 3.17, SD = 0.79), with less disclosure for the electronic domain (M =
2.49, SD = 1.37), and the least disclosure for the moral/conventional domain (M = 1.96, SD =
0.94). There was no significant difference between disclosure for the personal and multifaceted
domains (p = .052). Hypothesis 1 stated that adolescent disclosure would vary by domain, such
that adolescents would disclose least within the personal and multifaceted domains, and more
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within the other domains (e.g., moral/conventional and electronic). This, however, was not the
case and was, in fact, the opposite of what was predicted. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was rejected.
Hypothesis 2 suggested that boys and girls would disclose more to their same-gender
parent than to their opposite-gender parent. Results indicated a significant interaction between
parent gender and the gender of the adolescent (see Table 6). Pairwise comparisons indicated
that girls disclosed significantly more to their mother-figures (M = 3.05, SD = 0.99) than did
boys (M = 2.60, SD = 0.90), but boys did not significantly disclose more to their father-figures
(M = 2.51, SD = 0.93) than did girls (M = 2.70, SD = 1.03). Viewed from another perspective,
girls disclosed significantly more to their mother-figures than to their father-figures, though
boys did not disclose significantly more to their mother-figures than to their father-figures.
Because both boys and girls disclosed more to their mother-figures rather than to the samegender parent, only partial support for Hypothesis 2 was found.
Hypothesis 3 stated that adolescents would disclose more to their mother-figure for the
personal and multifaceted domains, but more to their same-gender parent for the
moral/conventional and electronic domains. As can be seen from Table 6, this interaction was
not significant, thus rejecting Hypothesis 3 and suggesting that there was no significant
variability in disclosure rates among adolescents to their mother- or father-figures that was
dependent on the social domain of the activity. Recall that preliminary t-test analyses indicated
that females disclosed more than males across all social domains, while disclosing significantly
more than males within the personal and electronic domains to their mother-figures and within
the electronic domain to their father-figures. Estimated marginal means indicated that males did
not disclose more to their father-figures than their mother-figures on any social domain.
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Table 6
Two-Way Repeated Measures A:OVA
Source

SS

df

MS

F

Partial η2

Within-Subjects
Parent Gender (PG)
PG x Gender
PG x Parental Marital Status
PG x Ethnicity
Error (Parent Gender)

.02
3.18
.29
.36
48.80

1
1
1
1
106

.02
3.18
.29
.36
.46

.04
6.91*
.64
.77

.00
.06
.01
.01

Domain (D)
D x Gender
D x Parental Marital Status
D x Ethnicity
Error (D)

21.27
3.90
8.92
.89
268.73

2.63
2.63
2.63
2.63
278.51

8.09
1.48
3.39
.34
.97

8.39**
1.54
3.52*
.35

.07
.01
.03
.00

.25
.38
.13
.16
20.11

2.68
2.68
2.68
2.68
284.21

.09
.14
.05
.06
.07

1.33
2.01
.71
.86

.01
.02
.01
.01

5.35*
1.37
3.45

.05
.01
.03

PG x D
PG x D x Ethnicity
PG x D x Parental Marital Status
PG x D x Gender
Error (PG x D)
Between-Subjects
Participant Gender
Ethnicity/Race
Marital Status
:ote. * = p < .05, ** = p < .01

23.49
6.00
15.16

1
1
1

23.49
6.00
15.16

55
Also, an unexpected significant interaction between domain and parental marital status
was found (see Table 6). Pairwise comparisons indicated that adolescents whose parents had an
intact marriage, compared to adolescents whose parents were either divorced or separated,
disclosed significantly more to their parents on the personal domain (M = 3.38, SD = 0.79; and
M = 2.72, SD = 0.85, for intact and separated parents, respectively), multifaceted domain (M =
3.51, SD = 1.03; and M = 2.63, SD = 1.21, respectively), and moral/conventional domain (M =
2.00, SD = 0.94; and M = 1.47, SD = 0.70, respectively), but not on the electronic domain (M =
2.57, SD = 1.61; and M = 2.57, SD = 1.61. respectively) compared to adolescents whose parents
were either divorced or separated.
Hypothesis 4 proposed a negative association between adolescent reports of EPBs and
disclosure to parents across all social domains. This relationship was explored by calculating
partial correlations between participants’ total reported EPBs and adolescent disclosure within
each social domain, controlling for gender, parental marital status, and ethnicity/race. Unlike
the bivariate correlations reported in the preliminary analyses, partial correlations reported in
Table 7 revealed only a single significant negative association between adolescent EPBs and
disclosure to father-figures within the personal domain, thus failing to find full support for the
hypothesis. Such results suggest that the significant negative bivariate correlations between
EPBs and adolescent disclosure to their parents across many domains were accounted for by
the control variables.
Hypothesis 5 proposed that maternal and paternal warmth would be positively
associated with adolescent disclosure across all social domains. In addition to the proposed
analyses predicting the specific social domains, analyses were run examining associations with

Table 7
Partial Correlations among Participants’ EPBs, Maternal Warmth, Paternal Warmth, and Disclosure Domains
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

EPBs
.21
M Warmth
-.30**
.51**
F Warmth
-.12
.33**
.23*
M Disc - Pers
-.14
.17
.06
.56**
M Disc - Multi
.11
.09
.00
.59**
.50**
M Disc - M/C
.19
.06
.05
.45**
.42**
.65**
M Disc - Elec
-.05
.23*
.13
.87**
.78**
.82**
.71**
M Total Disc
-.19*
.16
.50**
.74**
.38**
.47**
.42**
.67**
F Disc - Pers
-.15
.08
.26**
.40**
.77**
.42**
.36**
.60**
.53**
F Disc - Multi
.14
.09
.13
.43**
.39**
.86**
.61**
.67**
.54**
.52**
F Disc - M/C
.14
.02
.18
.34**
.36**
.57**
.90**
.60**
.53**
.51**
.67**
F Disc - Elec
-.09
.12
.39**
.64**
.58**
.66**
.63**
.78**
.87**
.79**
.78**
.77**
F Total Disc
:ote. * = p < .05, ** = p < .01; EPBs = externalizing problem behaviors; M = mother-figure; F = father-figure; Disc = disclosure; Pers = personal
domain; Multi = multifaceted domain; M/C = moral/conventional domain; Elec = electronic domain; Analyses controlled for participants’ gender,
race/ethnicity, and biological parents’ marital status.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

13

-
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a global composite of disclosure to each parent, which helped inform later analyses. Similar to
Hypothesis 4, this relationship was assessed by independently calculating partial correlations
between maternal and paternal warmth and adolescent disclosure for each social domain and
for each parent while controlling for gender, parental marital status, and ethnicity/race. As
Table 7 indicates, maternal warmth was positively associated only with disclosure to motherfigures within the personal domain as well as the global measure of disclosure to motherfigures. Paternal warmth was positively associated with disclosure to father-figures within both
the personal and multifaceted domains as well as to the global measure of disclosure to fatherfigures. Paternal warmth was also positively associated with disclosure to mother-figures
within the personal domain. Because maternal and paternal warmth were not significantly
correlated to adolescent disclosure across all social domains as hypothesized, only partial
support for this hypothesis was found.
Hypothesis 6 predicted that both the level of adolescent EPBs and the level of maternal
and paternal warmth would uniquely and concurrently predict adolescent disclosure. Two sets
of OLS regressions were run with participants’ reported EPBs, maternal warmth, and paternal
warmth predicting total disclosure to mother-figures and father-figures, separately. In Step 1,
only controls were entered into the regression, and in Step 2, adolescents’ reported levels of
EPBs, and levels of maternal and paternal warmth were added into the regression. Tests for
collinearity were run on the independent variables and did not indicate the presence of
multicollinearity (i.e., VIF ≥ 3). Results indicated that participants’ self-reported levels of EPBs
were negatively associated with total adolescent disclosure to both mother- and father-figures
(see Table 8). Maternal warmth was positively associated with adolescent disclosure to mother-

Table 8
OLS Regression Analyses of Maternal and Paternal Warmth Predicting Total Disclosure to Mother- and Father-Figures
2

Disclosure to Mother-Figures
B
SE B

2

Disclosure to Father-Figures
B
SE B

Predictor
BR
β
BR
β
Step 1
.12**
.08**
Gendera
.38
.12
.23**
.12
.13
.07
Parents Marital Statusb
-.48
.21
-.18*
-.56
.22
-.19*
Race/Ethnicityc
Non-White/ Caucasian
.41
.18
.17*
.38
.19
.15
Step 2
.17**
.21**
Participants’ EPBs
-.41
.12
-.24**
-.31
.13
-.17*
Maternal Warmth
.31
.08
.32**
.03
.08
.03
Paternal Warmth
.03
.08
.04
.39
.08
.39**
Constant
2.06
.41
1.48
.43
Total R2
.30
.28
2
Total Adjusted R
.27
.26
F - Ratio
11.53**
10.85**
:ote. *p < .05, **p < .01; a Male = 0, Female = 1; bMarried/Living Together = 0, Divorced/Separated = 1; c Comparison group is White/Caucasian
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figures but not father-figures. Similarly, paternal warmth was positively associated with
adolescent disclosure to father-figures but not mother-figures. Additionally, having the
biological parents’ marriage intact (as opposed to divorced/separated) was negatively
associated with overall adolescent disclosure to mother- and father-figures. Thus, although
participants’ reported EPBs did uniquely predict adolescent disclosure to both mother- and
father-figures, only specific associations were found between parental warmth and disclosure,
resulting in only partial support for Hypothesis 6.

Research Questions

Research questions asking about how maternal and paternal warmth was associated
with disclosure to the opposite-gender parent considering disclosure to both parents
simultaneously were addressed. Questions were analyzed using the structural equation
modeling (SEM) software provided by AMOS Version 22 (2013). Structural equation modeling
holds a number of advantages over standard OLS regressions in the analysis of multivariate
data. The most notable advantages are the ability to estimate simultaneously more than one
equation in a single model, which then allows for estimations of the relationships between
parameters for two separate equations and the ability to compare and measure the size of the
parameters within the model (Cook & Kenny, 2005; Streiner, 2005).
A path analysis was determined to be appropriate for the current analyses as it takes the
two OLS regressions run in Hypothesis 6 to answer a similar question and advances them
statistically by allowing for the estimation of the two regression equations at the same time as it
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also tests if the proposed model meaningfully fits the data (Lleras, 2005). Additionally,
Stephenson and Holbert (2003) state that an observed variable model (e.g., path model) is
appropriate for models with single-item variables or models that have directly measured
composite variables (i.e., PSI-II items for parental warmth), which function similarly to singleitem variables for path analyses. Path analyses are also appropriate when simply exploring
whether certain relationships are modeled by the data. Using a Monte Carlo simulation to
analyze data with an observed variable model/path model, latent composite model (e.g.,
measurement model), and a hybrid model (e.g., structural and measurement model),
Stephenson and Holbert found that the observed variable model was the most conservative
estimate of the data. Although Stephenson and Holbert state that the observed variable model is
unable to extract measurement error from the model, Cook and Kenny (2005) conclude that by
correlating the residuals of endogenous variables (e.g., disclosure to mother- and fatherfigures), one is able to control for this variance within the model.
All parameters in the current study design were estimated using maximum likelihood
estimation with exogenous variables (i.e., maternal and paternal warmth) assumed to be
correlated in order to control for the possible effects of each other on disclosure. Error terms for
the endogenous variables (disclosure to mother- and father-figures) were also allowed to
correlate in order to control for additional sources of nonindependence (e.g., individual child or
family effects; Cook & Kenny, 2005). Model fit was evaluated by examining multiple fit
indices, including chi-square (χ2) statistics, the normed fit index (NFI; Bentler & Bonnet,
1980), the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA). When evaluating model fit, the following criteria were sought: an
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insignificant p-value (p<.05) for χ2 (Barrett, 2007; Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008); scores
between .90 and .95, with values closer to .95 preferable for NFI and CFI; and RMSEA of less
than .06 or .07 (Hooper et al., 2008).
The first research question asked whether maternal warmth predicted adolescent
disclosure to fathers. Similarly, the second research question asked whether paternal warmth
predicted adolescent disclosure to mothers. Using the AMOS 22 software, the model was
entered into the program as presented in Figure 3, including the controls of gender, ethnicity,
and parental marital status, with instructions for the software to fit simultaneously the
saturated/just-identified and independence models, as well as the default (i.e., user identified)
model. Because all variables in the proposed model were specified to be related to each other,
the proposed model was saturated and so had zero degrees of freedom with no fit statistics
available. Pathways between participants’ race/ethnicity and disclosure to mother- and fatherfigures, as well as between participants’ gender and disclosure to mother-figures, were
significant. As seen in Figure 3, however, even within the saturated model, the proposed
relationships between maternal warmth and disclosure to father-figures, and between paternal
warmth and disclosure to mother-figures were not significant, thus rejecting Research
Questions 1 and 2 and the proposed model (∆ R2 = .12, p < .01 for controls; ∆ R2 = .13, p < .01
for maternal warmth; ∆ R2 = .00, p > .05 for paternal warmth). An alternative model with
nonsignificant pathways deleted was run and is presented in Figure 4. Model fit indices
indicated that the modified model showed very good model fit (χ2 = 10.596, df = 11, p = .478;
CFI = 1.00; NFI = .974; RMSEA = .000).
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Figure 3. Research
earch Questions 1 and 2: Proposed model of cross-over
over effect of parental warmth
displaying standardized coefficients. Bolded coefficients/covariates were statistically
significant at p < .05.
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Figure 4.. Research Questions 1 and 2: Modified model displaying standardized coefficients.
Boldedd coefficients/covariates were statistically significant at p < .05.

Research Question 3 asked whether the possible patterns found in Research Questions 1
and 2 held across the four social domains for each parent. Thus, a SEM path analysis, with all
variables being single indicators, was run
run, first predicting disclosure to mothers across the four
specific social domains and then again predicting disclosure to fathers across the four specific
social domains. Participant gen
gender,
der, race/ethnicity, and biological parents’ marital status were
entered as controls. As seen in Figure 5, paternal warmth did not predict disclosure to mothermother
figures on any domain, and maternal warmth predicted disclosure to mother
mother-figures
figures on only
three of the four domains (e.g., personal, multifaceted, and moral/conventional). Significant
pathways were also found between participant gender and disclosure on the electronic and
personal domains, between race/ethnicity and disclosure on the electronic and personal
p
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domains, and between biological parents’ marital status on the multifaceted domain. Fit indices
for the proposed model were poor (χ2 = 184.48, df = 6, p = .000; CFI = .442; NFI = .494;
RMSEA = .420). A modified model was then run after eliminating the nonsignificant pathways
(see Figure 6). Fit indices for the modified model also did not specify a good fit (χ2 = 210.396,
df = 24, p = .000; CFI = .417; NFI = .423; RMSEA = .214).
Similar to the mother-figure data, the proposed model presented in Figure 7 indicated
that maternal warmth did not predict disclosure to father-figures on any domain, and paternal
warmth predicted disclosure to father-figures on only three of the four domains (e.g., personal,
multifaceted, and electronic). Significant pathways were also found between participant
race/ethnicity and disclosure to father-figures on the personal and electronic domains. Fit
indices for the proposed model were poor (χ2 = 193.719, df = 6, p = .000; CFI = .436; NFI =
.487; RMSEA = .430). A modified model was then run after eliminating the nonsignificant
pathways. Fit indices for the modified model presented in Figure 8 were similar to the findings
for the mother-figure data in that they did not specify a good fit (χ2 = 127.475, df = 6, p = .000;
CFI = .556; NFI = .546; RMSEA = .184).
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Figure 5. Research Question 3: Standardized coefficients for maternal and paternal warmth
predicting adolescent disclosure to mother
mother-figures
figures across social domain. Bolded coefficients
were statistically significant at p < .05.
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Figure 6.. Research Question 3: Standardized coefficients for modified model of maternal and
paternal warmth predicting adolescent disclosure to mother
mother-figures
figures across social domain.
Bolded coefficients were statistically significant at p < .05.
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Figure 7. Research Question 3: Standardized coefficients for maternal and paternal warmth
predicting adolescent disclosure to father
father-figures
figures across social domain. Bolded coefficients
were statistically significant at p < .05.
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Figure 8.. Research Question 3: Standardized coefficients for modified model of maternal and
paternal warmth predicting adolescent disclosure to father
father-figures
figures across social domain. Bolded
coefficients were statistically
istically significant at p < .05.

CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

The goal of the present study was to examine the associations between adolescents’
EPBs, maternal and paternal parenting characteristics (i.e., parental warmth), and disclosure of
behavior by adolescents to their parents across the various social domains specified by Smetana
(1999; Smetana et al., 2006, 2009). Globally these results support that social domain, parental
warmth, and adolescent engagement in EPBs are each important factors that predict adolescent
disclosure to both mother- and father-figures. Further, the current study attempted to extend the
work of Smetana by examining disclosure to mother- and father-figures across social domains
and to ask about actual rather than hypothetical disclosure to parents. Indeed, various patterns
emerged, with adolescents suggesting the need to look at disclosure to each parent separately.

Domain

Domain Structure

Although Smetana et al. (2006) proposes the existence of five social domains, the
present study found only four domains. Similar to Smetana et al., support was found for the
existence of the personal, multifaceted, and moral/conventional domains, but support was not
found for the prudential-risk and prudential-schoolwork domains. Variability in the number of
domains
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found and examined in the disclosure literature is not uncommon, with studies finding two
(Tisak & Turiel, 1984), three (Perkins & Turiel, 2007), four (Smetana et al., 2009), or five
(Smetana et al., 2006) social domains. Furthermore, although the placement of items on the
specified domains was not identical to previous studies (e.g., Smetana et al., 2006, 2009), in
general, the majority of items loaded onto their proposed domains. It is possible that the
differences in domain structure may in part be explained by sample variability in which the
sample used by Smetana et al. (2009) included 12th-graders and had a somewhat more
ethnically diverse sample (i.e., 70% White/Caucasian for Smetana et al. vs 87% for the current
study) in contrast to the current study.
The prudential-risk and prudential-schoolwork domains, which have previously been
found in the literature, were not supported in the current study. Because fewer adolescents
reported having engaged in behaviors associated with the proposed prudential-risk domain, all
these items except for the “rode in a car with a teen driver” item were dropped from analyses;
thus the prudential-risk domain was cut before the EFA of domain structures was conducted.
The lack of support for the prudential-schoolwork domain is not surprising as it is not common
to include it within the larger social domain theory literature (but see Smetana et al., 2006).
Thus, the loading of these previously identified prudential-schoolwork items onto the personal
domain is not unique. Not finding these two domains may be due to differences in methodology
between the current study and Smetana et al. (2006). In the present study, adolescents were
asked to respond to behaviors that they had actually engaged in within the past 12 months,
whereas in the study by Smetana et al. (2006), adolescents were asked to respond to
hypothetical scenarios and their willingness to disclose if in a similar situation. However, in a
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later study by Smetana et al. (2009), the researchers suggest that future studies examining
adolescent disclosure should aim to assess disclosure of behaviors for which the adolescent has
engaged in and has contemplated disclosure rather than their willingness to disclose. It is
possible that using actual experiences rather than hypothetical ones skewed adolescents’
perceptions of the nature of the items such that the prudential-schoolwork items were perceived
by adolescents as possessing more personal than prudential characteristics. In other words,
when viewed retrospectively on their experiences, adolescents may have viewed issues
pertaining to their homework and grades as only affecting themselves, and thus being similar to
other personal domain items.
The discovery of the new electronic domain was the most surprising finding related to
the domain factors. Items that loaded onto this domain were expected to fall within the
multifaceted domain based on previous research (Smetana et al., 2009). For these items,
additional methodological differences from those previously used (Smetana et al., 2009) may
account for these items creating their own factor. Smetana et al. changed slightly the wording
of some items related to electronic use. For example, in the current study, participants were
asked whether or not they had chatted online and, if so, did they disclose this information to
their parents. In the study by Smetana et al., for the same item, participants were asked if they
had chatted online but were then asked a follow-up question of did they disclose what they
chatted online about. The slight change in wording from being focused not just simply on if
adolescents used technology but how they used technology may have affected how personal
adolescents perceived such disclosure and thus shifted their perception away from any
previously established domains and towards a previously unidentified domain. In addition, it is
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possible that the rapidly growing access to and use of electronic technology by parents and
adolescents alike, especially in regard to electronic communication and electronic access to
school records, may have led adolescents to perceive that their parents already knew about
many of their activities or behaviors—thus leading to less reported disclosure to parents about
such activities.

Level of Disclosure

Previous findings by Smetana et al. (2009) have indicated that adolescents’ disclosure
to parents varies depending on the social domain in which adolescents believe the issue falls.
Often, more disclosure is reported for behaviors in domains adolescents believe their parents
have a legitimate right to know about (i.e., prudential and moral/conventional behaviors), and
less for behaviors in domains that adolescents believe parents’ right to know is less legitimate
(i.e., personal and multifaceted behaviors). The present study hypothesized that there would be
less disclosure for personal and multifaceted items compared to other domains due to such
items being perceived by adolescents as being within their “arena of privacy” and thus outside
their parents’ right to know about these behaviors (Buhrmester & Prager, 1995). What was
found, however, was that disclosure was significantly greater for items within the personal and
multifaceted domains compared to items within the moral/conventional or electronic domains.
Thus, although the current study did find that the adolescent domain does predict the level of
disclosure by adolescents to their parents, supporting previous research in the field of social
domain theory and adolescent disclosure (e.g., Buhrmester & Prager, 1995; Cumsille et al.,

73
2010; Darling et al., 2006; Smetana et al., 2006), the direction of disclosure and the domains
for which disclosure would be greatest differed in contrast to these studies.
One possible reason the pattern of disclosure differs across studies (e.g., Cumsille et al.,
2010; Darling et al., 2006; Smetana et al., 2006) is related to adolescents’ belief of obligation to
disclose. Adolescents may have believes that they had a greater obligation to disclose to parents
about issues within the multifaceted and personal domains more than the moral/conventional or
electronic domains. Work by Smetana et al. (2006) indicates that although adolescents viewed
hypothetical issues within the moral/conventional domain as being legitimately subject to
parental authority more than issues within the personal or multifaceted domains, adolescents
viewed their obligation to disclose information to their parents as being greater for behaviors
within the multifaceted domain and less for items within the moral/conventional domain.
Another possible explanation for why disclosure was greatest for the personal and
multifaceted domains and lower for the moral/conventional and electronic domains pertains to
adolescents’ fear of consequences from parents if they do not disclose or believing that a parent
is likely to find out about the behavior. Marshall, Tilton-Weaver, and Bosdet (2005) found that
adolescents may choose to disclose information they otherwise might not in order to maintain
the parent-child relationship, because of fears that not disclosing would lead to greater
consequences, or because of fears that their parents would find out anyway. Within the current
study, many items within the personal and multifaceted domains would be easily verifiable by
parents (e.g., schoolwork and grades, undone chores), and thus, adolescents’ rates of disclosure
may be higher than in other domains. Also, the low rate of disclosure for items within the
electronic domain may be related to adolescents’ beliefs that such behaviors are not harmful
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and are thus less necessary to disclose. Smetana et al. (2009) found similar apathy towards
disclosure to parents for items within the multifaceted domain adolescents viewed as not likely
to cause harm or identified as more personal matters. Finally, the low rate of disclosure for
items within the electronic domain may be due to adolescents’ formation of an electronic
personal identity and beleifs that such communication is private and is subject to limited
monitoring by parents, thus decreasing disclosure about such information (Arnett, 1995;
Larson, 1995; Padilla-Walker, Coyne, Fraser, Dyer, & Yorgason, 2012). Any one of the above
mentioned reasons attempting to explain the relationships between adolescent disclosure and
the found social domains are plausible, but it is up to future research to continue examining the
links between activities within various social domains, and adolescents’ disclosure about these
activities to clarify their links.

Gender

For the present study, girls were found to disclose more than boys globally and across
social domains, which was consistent with numerous other studies evaluating gender and
disclosure (e.g., Crouter et al., 2005; Smetana et al., 2006; Soenens et al., 2006; Stattin & Kerr,
2000). Additionally, girls and boys disclosed more to their mother-figures than to fatherfigures, both globally and for each domain, replicating the findings of Smetana et al. (2006) and
finding partial support for the hypothesis that boys and girls would disclose more to their samegender parent than opposite-gender parent. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Soenens et
al., 2006), it is believed that girls and boys disclosed more to their mother-figures than to their
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father-figures because of a greater level of perceived maternal warmth compared to paternal
warmth, which is supported by gender differences found in parental warmth in this study.
Significant gender differences for disclosure between domains were hypothesized.
Although girls did disclose significantly more than boys within the personal and electronic
domains to their mother-figures and within the electronic domain to their father-figures, these
results were not the associations that were hypothesized. In fact, boys did not disclose more to
their father-figures in any domain. The finding that girls disclosed significantly more to their
mother-figures than did boys in the personal domain could have been predicted as Smetana et
al. (2006) found that boys were more secretive about their disclosure to mothers for issues
within the personal domain than were girls. Also, the lack of support found for a significant
gender x domain interaction is not dissimilar to the findings of Smetana et al. (2009), who also
failed to find significant interactions related to adolescent gender and social domain.

Externalizing Problem Behaviors (EPBs)

The current study found that EPBs significantly predicted total adolescent disclosure to
both mother- and father-figures such that lower EPBs were associated with greater adolescent
disclosure. Specifically, negative associations between adolescents’ reports of EPBs and their
disclosure to both mother- and father-figures within the personal and multifaceted domains
were found. However, after controlling for demographic characteristics in partial correlations,
only the link with disclosure to father-figures in the personal domain remained significant.
Thus, it is likely that the nonsignificant finding for total disclosure to mother- and father-
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figures was a result of the variance explained by the demographic control variables (e.g.,
race/ethnicity and biological parents’ marital status). Previous studies examining relationships
between EPBs and disclosure (e.g., Cumsille et al., 2010; Soenens et al., 2006) have controlled
for variables such as grade, age, SES, and level of psychological control but generally have not
controlled for gender, parental marital status, or race/ethnicity. Thus, the associations
previously found may have been present because of a third unmeasured variable (e.g., gender)
that is strongly associated with both disclosure and EPBs. As discussed above, girls both
disclosed more to their parents and had lower levels of EPBs; thus, not including gender may
have inflated the strength of the associations found in previous studies that did not control for
gender (e.g., Stattin & Kerr, 2000; Tasopoulos-Chan et al., 2009). Although EPBs are
associated with some types of disclosure, this association was weaker than was previously
found.

Parental Warmth

Both maternal and paternal warmth have been identified as possessing the strongest
contribution to adolescent self-disclosure (Soenens et al., 2006). The current study extended the
present research by examining the links between parental warmth and adolescent disclosure to
mother- and father-figures across various domains. Regression analyses indicated that maternal
and paternal warmth, along with adolescent EPBs, uniquely predicted global adolescent
disclosure to mother- and father-figures, respectively. Specifically, maternal and paternal
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warmth were associated with greater disclosure to mother- and father-figures, and engagement
in EPBs was associated with less disclosure to mother- and father-figures.
The patterns of significant associations between parental warmth and disclosure across
domains, however, were different for mother-figures and father-figures. Accounting for
participant gender, race/ethnicity, and parents’ marital status, maternal warmth was positively
associated with disclosure only to mother-figures in the personal domain. In the path analyses,
however, maternal warmth was positively associated with disclosure to mother-figures on the
personal, multifaceted, and moral/conventional domains. The discrepancy in findings is likely
due to the inclusion of all four domains within the path model simultaneously. A similar
discrepancy was found for father-figure data. After controlling for demographic variables,
paternal warmth was positively associated with disclosure to father-figures for issues within the
personal and multifaceted domains, as well as for disclosure to mother-figures within the
personal domain. However, path analyses indicated a positive association between paternal
warmth and disclosure to father-figures on the personal, multifaceted, and electronic domains.
The reason for the discrepancy for father-figure data is similar to that given to account for the
difference within the mother-figure data.
The failure of maternal and paternal warmth to predict disclosure consistently to
mother- and father-figures, respectively, across all domains regardless of analysis procedure
may be because of a variable that has been identified in the literature, but was not assessed
within the current study—parental control. Adolescents sometimes choose not to disclose to
parents because of perceiving that they are unnecessarily controlled by their parents (Perkins &
Turiel, 2007). Soenens et al. (2006) found that parental control (e.g., rule and limit setting on
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autonomy) uniquely predicted adolescent disclosure with more control associated with less
disclosure, though the strength of this association was less than that of parental warmth.
Though they did not examine disclosure across domains, Soenens et al. suggest that the balance
of parental warmth and control perceived by adolescents creates a unique family climate that
they believe allows adolescents to be more open about disclosing to their parents. Applied
across domains, it may be that adolescents approach disclosure differently to their mother- or
father-figures equally across domains if their parents are exerting different levels of control on
their behaviors for different domains. This may explain the different patterns of disclosure
between mother-figures and father-figures in the path analyses.
For example, adolescents may have perceived low parental control and high parental
warmth from mother-figures on issues pertaining to the personal domain (e.g., talking about
who they had a crush on), but less warmth and more control for items within the electronic
domain (e.g., limit setting for amount of time spent online or who one can text). Likewise,
although adolescents may have perceived a similar pattern of warmth and control for fatherfigures as mother-figures in regard to the personal domain, a different pattern with greater
control and less warmth may have been perceived for father-figures with issues in the
moral/conventional domain (e.g., stringent limits on swearing). Soenens et al. (2006) suggest
that the varying degree of this interplay between parental control and parental warmth Soenens
et al. suggests may uniquely predict adolescent disclosure to mother- and father-figures
differently across domains. Future studies should aim to define more clearly the interesting
relationships that may exist between parental control and parental warmth in predicting
adolescent disclosure across social domains.
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One of the main goals of the current study was to separate data for mother- and fatherfigures, as has been suggested by numerous disclosure researchers (e.g., Crouter & Head, 2002;
Smetana et al., 2009), in order to identify possible pathways between maternal and parental
warmth and disclosure to the opposite-gender parent. Although maternal warmth proved to be a
strong predictor of disclosure to mother-figures and paternal warmth proved to be a strong
predictor of disclosure to father-figures, support for a crossover effect of warmth on the rates of
disclosure by adolescents to the opposite-gender parent was not found. A similar lack of
support for a crossover effect was found by Bumpus et al. (2006), who found that one spouse’s
work-to-family spillover (i.e., work stress influencing the family life) was not associated with
the other spouse’s parent-child relationship quality. Previous research suggests that the
crossover effect occurs when a more complex system is examined. For example, in one study
(Kouros, Papp, Goeke-Morey, & Cummings, 2014), poorer marital satisfaction was associated
with poorer father-child relationships, but better mother-child relationships were due to mothers
engaging in short-lived compensatory warmth to ameliorate any effects from the poor fatherchild relationships. Thus, future studies may want to assess whether marital satisfaction
influences the strength of the associations between parental warmth and disclosure to the
opposite parent.

Parental Marital Status

An unexpected interaction between parental marital status and domain was found that
suggested that adolescents whose biological parents’ marriage was intact disclosed significantly
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more to their parents on the personal, multifaceted, and moral/conventional domains than did
adolescents whose biological parents were either divorced or separated. This finding may be
caused by having non-biological parents mixed into the sample along with biological parents. If
participants reported that their biological parents’ marriage was intact, they were reporting on
disclosure to their biological parents. But if participants reported that their biological parents’
marriage was not intact, they were reporting on at least one non-biological parent. Differences
in disclosure rates of adolescents to biological parents versus step-parents or adoptive parents
have not yet been identified in the literature and may be an avenue for further exploration in the
adolescent disclosure literature based on the current findings.
What has been identified within the literature, however, is the increased conflict
between adolescents who are in a step-family rather than an intact biological family household
(Barber & Lyons, 1994). Within these households, adolescents are more likely to report higher
levels of conflict with step-parents than younger step-children and may be more resistant to the
authority of their step-parents. Additionally, adolescents may withdraw from their step-parents
more than do children from intact families in order to maintain family cohesion (Hanson,
McLanahan, & Thomson, 1996). It is possible that within the current study, the potential
increased family conflict and decreased engagement with parents and views of parental
authority may have negatively impacted adolescents’ disclosure to their mother- and fatherfigures.
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Limitations

Multiple methodological limitations exist in the current study. One limitation is a result
of measures not being counterbalanced during data collection, which may have created
difficulty for participants in demarcating which parent-figure for which they were reporting
their disclosure. Evidence for this limitation may be viewed in the relatively high significant
correlation between maternal and paternal warmth and, more likely, considering the highly
significant correlations between disclosures to mother- and father-figures across domains. This
limitation leaves questions about whether disclosure to each parent is being assessed
specifically or whether adolescents assume if one parent is told something, the other parent is
informed as well. These associations are likely to be greater for adolescents who perceive
greater coparenting among their parents (i.e., greater and more positive communication
between parents), which has been associated with better parent-child interactions and increased
communication about their children between parents (Bonds & Gondoli, 2007; Frosch,
Mangelsdorf, & McHale, 2000; McHale, 1995). Because of the perceived increased
communication between parents by adolescents, they may assume that if they disclose to one
parent, the other parent will eventually find out after talking to the parent with whom they
disclosed, thus potentially creating significant associations between disclosure to mother- and
father-figures.
Another limitation is the retrospective design, in which there may be error attributed to
memory bias related to participants reporting on engagement in behaviors and subsequent
disclosure to parents within the past 12 months. Parental reports of disclosure rates of
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adolescents were also not collected and further limit the ability to confirm adolescents’ actual
disclosure. An additional limitation is that the sample is one of convenience, which limits the
ability to generalize the current study’s results to the broader population. Specifically, this
sample of convenience may have contributed to the limited level of self-reported engagement
in EPBs, leading to the need to drop specific items with low endorsement rates from the
disclosure analyses. In addition, generalizability was limited further by the lack of ethnic/racial
variability. Thus, replication with a sample that is more representative of the general adolescent
population is needed.
Another limitation is the cross-sectional design, which does not allow one to draw
causal interpretations. This is problematic as it is likely that the variables modeled in the study
(i.e., parental warmth and adolescent self-disclosure) are reciprocal in nature such that, in
general, higher levels of parental warmth are related to higher levels of adolescent disclosure,
but higher levels of adolescent-disclosure may also elicit more responsive parenting practices
(Laird et al., 2003; Smetana et al., 2006). Additional longitudinal research examining similar
variables as those presented in the current study would help clarify the directional and causal
relations between parental warmth and adolescent disclosure to mothers and fathers across
social domains. A final methodological limitation of the current study is the use of some
empirically-informed decision-making, albeit somewhat subjective, in determining the
classification of disclosure items that either loaded onto more than one domain or that had low
factor loadings for all domains. Replicating the presence of the found domains and item
loadings with new samples is needed.
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Future Directions

In addition to those stated above, there are several additional possible next steps. First,
as stated previously, if information for perceived warmth and disclosure were obtained for both
parents and adolescents over time, one may be able to specify an actor-partner interdependence
model as specified by Cook and Kenny (2005). The advantages of using this model are the
ability to assess dyadic relationships among parents and children and how variables or
characteristics associated with each (e.g., parent and child) affect the quality of the dyad as a
whole and its ability to predict outcome variables when controlling for other family variables.
Another interesting direction for future research would be comparing disclosure rates of
adolescents across social domains by disclosure methods (i.e., text messaging, video chat, or
face-to-face disclosure). Shouten (2007) found that in a sample of adolescents from the
Netherlands, individuals in the text-only and video chat conditions self-disclosed at a higher
rate than did adolescents in the face-to-face condition. The author found that the reduced
nonverbal cues in the text-only and video chat conditions forced dyads to engage in more direct
questioning and therefore greater self-disclosure. Future research may be able to clarify if this
finding would be replicated across behaviors associated with the various social domains.

Practical Implications

As illustrated in the opening vignette, parental monitoring and adolescents’ decisions to
disclose information to their parents are processes that are likely to take place on a daily basis
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within families. Given the results of the current study, parents and mental health workers
working with parents would benefit from attempting to increase parental actions that are likely
to increase adolescents’ perceptions of parental warmth (i.e., stating gratitude for compliance,
using negotiating in regard to limit-setting when necessary, and increasing the use of positive
communication). Such actions, in addition to working on increasing positive communication
within the family as well, are common practice in many evidenced-based interventions that
address the reduction of oppositional problem behaviors through the enhancement of parentchild communication and relations (e.g., Your Defiant Teen: 10 Steps to Resolve Conflict and
Rebuild Your Relationship; Barkley, Robin, & Benton, 2013; the Collaborative and Proactive
Solutions model in The Explosive Child; Greene, 2010; and :egotiating Parent-Adolescent
Conflict: A Behavioral-Family Systems Approach; Robin & Foster, 2002). The type and
frequency of such behaviors should take into consideration family and cultural norms regarding
parenting practices to improve the chance that such behaviors are effectively used within the
home (Lim & Lim, 2003).

Conclusion

The current study found that adolescents’ disclosure to parents varied by domain, with
disclosure being greatest for activities within the personal and multifaceted domains.
Additionally, adolescents appeared to interpret domain structure (i.e., what domain an issue
falls within) similarly for mother-figures and father-figures. Although previous research
suggests that adolescents may be less willing to disclose personal information than other types
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of information, within the present sample, adolescents appear willing to share some personal
and multifaceted details about their lives with their parents. Thus, parents may assume that their
adolescents are generally keeping them informed about personal and multifaceted behaviors in
which they engage.
Although a cross-over effect between parental warmth and disclosure to the oppositegender parent was not supported, greater parental warmth was associated with greater overall
adolescent disclosure for both mother- and father-figures, especially for items within the
personal domain. This was true even when accounting for concurrent levels of adolescents’
EPBs. Thus, although responsiveness to their children’s needs (i.e., parental warmth), is
certainly not the only variable that determines adolescent disclosure, this variable is almost
entirely within parents’ control. Although parents cannot control which domains their children
may believe they have authority over or the specific externalizing behaviors their child engages
in, parents are fully capable of controlling how much or how often they respond to their child’s
physical, emotional, or psychological needs. This finding is not insignificant in the present-day
rapidly changing technological world in which video chatting and sharing is the norm rather
than the exception, in which access to limitless and often uncensored information is a couple
mouse clicks or finger swipes away; despite all these changes, parents are still, to some extent,
able to create a climate that is conducive to facilitating their adolescents’ willingness to share
even the most personal information.
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APPENDIX A
DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE
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Please check the space that best answers each question.
1. How old are you? ________
2. What grade are you in?

________

3. Are you male or female? Male

Female

4. Which of the following groups best describes you? (Please mark all that apply):
 Aleut, Eskimo or American Indian
 Asian or Pacific Islander
 Latino/Latina or Hispanic
 Black/African American
 White/Caucasian
 Other (please specify): _______________________
5. What is the status of your biological/ “real” parents’ relationship?
 Married
 Divorced
 Living Together
 Other (please specify): _______________________

APPENDIX B
PARENTING STYLE INVENTORY II (PSI-II)

I STRUCTIO S: This questionnaire asks about your relationships with your mother and father. The first set of responses is in relationship to
your MOTHER, or a woman who has acted as your mother. If you have more than one person acting as your mother (e.g., a biological/ “real”
mother and a stepmother) answer the questions for the one you feel has the most influence on you. The second set of responses is in
relationship to your FATHER, or a man who has acted as your father. If you have more than one person acting as your father (e.g., a biological/
“real” father and a stepfather) answer the questions for the one you feel has the most influence on you.

First let’s decide who you are answering the items about.

1) What is your MOTHER/mother figure’s relationship to you?
 Biological/ “real” mother
 Adopted mother
 Stepmother
 Maternal grandmother (mother’s mother)
 Paternal grandmother (father’s mother)
 Aunt
 Other (please specify): _____________________
 I have no one who is like a mother to me

4) What is the highest level of schooling this woman has
completed?
 Completed grade school or less
 Some high school
 Completed high school
 Some college
 Completed college
 Graduate or professional school after college
 Don’t know, or does not apply

2) Does this woman live with you?
Yes____ No____ Sometimes (i.e., only on weekends, etc.)____

5) What does this woman do for a living?

3) How long has this woman lived with you?
____ years Check if this person has always lived with you.

6) Where does she work (company or type of employment)?
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7) What is your FATHER/father figure’s relationship to you?
 Biological/ “real” father
 Adopted father
 Stepfather
 Maternal grandfather (mother’s father)
 Paternal grandfather (father’s father)
 Uncle
 Other (please specify): _____________________
 I have no one who is like a father to me

10)

What is the highest level of schooling this man has
completed?
 Completed grade school or less
 Some high school
 Completed high school
 Some college
 Completed college
 Graduate or professional school after college
 Don’t know, or does not apply

8) Does this man live with you?
Yes____ No____ Sometimes (i.e., only on weekends, etc.)____

11)

What does this man do for a living?

9) How long has this man lived with you?
_____ years Check if this person has always lived with you

12)

Where does he work (company or type of employment)?

For each item, please answer how much you agree or disagree when thinking about your MOTHER A D FATHER.

MOTHER

FATHER

Strongly
I’m in
Strongly Strongly
I’m in
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
between
Agree
Disagree
between
D

R*

A*

My mother/father really
expects me to follow family
rules
My mother/father doesn’t
really like me to tell her my
troubles.
My mother/father tells me that
her ideas are correct and that I
shouldn’t question them.

Agree

Strongly
Agree

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○
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MOTHER

FATHER

Strongly
I’m in
Strongly Strongly
I’m in
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
between
Agree
Disagree
between
A
R*
A
D*
D

My mother/father respects my
privacy.
My mother/father hardly ever
praises me for doing well.
My mother/father gives me a
lot of freedom.
My mother/father really lets
me get away with things.

Agree

Strongly
Agree

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○
○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

If I don’t behave myself, my
mother/father will punish me.
A* My mother/father makes most
of the decisions about what I
can do.
A
My mother/father believes I
have a right to my own point
of view.
R
I can count on my
mother/father to help me out
if I have a problem.
D
My mother/father points out
ways I could do better.
R
My mother/father spends time
just talking to me.
D* When I do something wrong,
my mother/father does not
punish me.
R
My mother/father and I do
things that are fun together.
* Indicates reversed items; R= Responsiveness Subscale; A= Autonomy-granting Subscale; D= Demandingness Subscale

101

APPENDIX C

ADOLESCENT DISCLOSURE QUESTIONNAIRE

I STRUCTIO S:
Please answer the 3 QUESTIO S FOR EACH ITEM thinking about the same parents or parental figures you thought about while answering
previous questions.

If you’ve ever done this, how often did you tell your mother/father
about it? If you have EVER done this behavior skip to the next
question.

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

Personal

…spent your allowance or other money
you’ve earned?
… went out for a sport or joined a school
club?
… thought about what your “true”
feelings are?

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

Always
Tell

○
○
○
○

Often
Tell

○
○
○
○

…done something in your free time?

Sometimes
Tell

○ ○ ○ ○

Rarely
Tell

○

ever
Tell

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

...talked with friends about what they
have done or what has been going on
in their lives?

Always
Tell

○

…liked or had a crush on someone?

Often
Tell

○ ○ ○ ○
○ ○ ○ ○

Sometimes
Tell

○
○

Rarely
Tell

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

ever
Tell

○
○

Often

...talked on the phone with your friends?

Several Times

In the last 12 months, how often have you…

Once or Twice

FATHER

ever

MOTHER

○
○
○
○
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Always
Tell

ever
Tell

Rarely
Tell

Sometimes
Tell

Often
Tell

Always
Tell

…smoked marijuana/pot?†

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

Often
Tell

… smoked cigarettes?†

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

Sometimes
Tell

… drank alcohol?†

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

Rarely
Tell

…been suspended or expelled from
school? †
…skipped a full day of school without an
excuse? †

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

FATHER

ever
Tell

…cheated on a class test? †

Often

…copied homework or a class
assignment from somebody else? †
…been given a detention or made to stay
after school? †

Several Times

… finished homework or assignments?

Once or Twice

… got a bad grade or didn’t do well on a
test or an assignment?
…received grades in different school
subjects?
… did particularly well on an assignment
or test?

ever

Prudential-Schoolwork

In the last 12 months, how often have
you…

MOTHER

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
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Sometimes
Tell

Often
Tell

Always
Tell

…sent a text message?

Rarely
Tell

… got into trouble at school?*

ever
Tell

…had one of your friends get into
trouble at school or at home?
…sent an instant message, e-mail, or
other electronic communication (i.e.,
Facebook, Twitter, MySpace)?

Always
Tell

…been online?

Often
Tell

Multifaceted

…been on a date?

Sometimes
Tell

… watched an R-rated movie?*

Rarely
Tell

…gone somewhere with friends?

ever
Tell

…purposely damaged or destroyed
property that did not belong to you? †
…trespass anywhere you were not
supposed to go? †

Often

…gotten in trouble with the police? †

Several Times

… rode in a car with a teen driver?

Once or Twice

…gone to parties where other teens were
drinking?

FATHER

ever

Prudential-Risk

In the last 12 months, how often have
you…

MOTHER

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

○

○ ○ ○ ○

○
○

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

○
○

○ ○ ○ ○
○ ○ ○ ○
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Always
Tell

ever
Tell

Rarely
Tell

Sometimes
Tell

Often
Tell

Always
Tell

… did not do your assigned chores?

Often
Tell

… lied or were dishonest to others?*

Sometimes
Tell

… talked back to or were rude to a
teacher at school?*

Rarely
Tell

… cursed or swore?*

ever
Tell

… spread rumors about another person?*

Often

… teased or said mean things to others?*

Several Times

Moral/Conventional

…got into a fight or hit another person?†

Once or Twice

… stayed out late or came in past
curfew?*
… spent time alone with a
boyfriend/girlfriend?
… spent time seeing friends your
mother/father doesn’t like?

FATHER

ever

In the last 12 months, how often have
you…

MOTHER

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

†

Indicates item from original Modified Delinquency Questionnaire
Indicates item not from original Modified Delinquency Questionnaire but was included with other EPB items

*
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